
AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD 
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED 

AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR 2014 

HEARINGS
BEFORE A 

SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

ONE HUNDRED THIRTEENTH CONGRESS 
FIRST SESSION 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD AND 
DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED AGENCIES 

ROBERT B. ADERHOLT, Alabama, Chairman
TOM LATHAM, Iowa 
ALAN NUNNELEE, Mississippi 
KEVIN YODER, Kansas 
JEFF FORTENBERRY, Nebraska 
THOMAS J. ROONEY, Florida 
DAVID G. VALADAO, California 

SAM FARR, California 
ROSA L. DELAURO, Connecticut 
SANFORD D. BISHOP, JR., Georgia 
CHELLIE PINGREE, Maine 

NOTE: Under Committee Rules, Mr. Rogers, as Chairman of the Full Committee, and Mrs. Lowey, as Ranking 
Minority Member of the Full Committee, are authorized to sit as Members of all Subcommittees. 

MARTIN DELGADO, TOM O’BRIEN, BETSY BINA,
PAM MILLER, and ANDREW COOPER,

Staff Assistants 

PART 4 
Page

USDA Marketing and Regulatory Programs .................... 1
USDA Rural Development ..................................................... 279
USDA Natural Resources and Environment .................... 487

( 
Printed for the use of the Committee on Appropriations 

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 

82–661 WASHINGTON : 2013 



COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
HAROLD ROGERS, Kentucky, Chairman

C. W. BILL YOUNG, Florida 1

FRANK R. WOLF, Virginia 
JACK KINGSTON, Georgia 
RODNEY P. FRELINGHUYSEN, New Jersey 
TOM LATHAM, Iowa 
ROBERT B. ADERHOLT, Alabama 
KAY GRANGER, Texas 
MICHAEL K. SIMPSON, Idaho 
JOHN ABNEY CULBERSON, Texas 
ANDER CRENSHAW, Florida 
JOHN R. CARTER, Texas 
RODNEY ALEXANDER, Louisiana 
KEN CALVERT, California 
JO BONNER, Alabama 
TOM COLE, Oklahoma 
MARIO DIAZ-BALART, Florida 
CHARLES W. DENT, Pennsylvania 
TOM GRAVES, Georgia 
KEVIN YODER, Kansas 
STEVE WOMACK, Arkansas 
ALAN NUNNELEE, Mississippi 
JEFF FORTENBERRY, Nebraska 
THOMAS J. ROONEY, Florida 
CHARLES J. FLEISCHMANN, Tennessee 
JAIME HERRERA BEUTLER, Washington 
DAVID P. JOYCE, Ohio 
DAVID G. VALADAO, California 
ANDY HARRIS, Maryland 

—————
1 Chairman Emeritus 

NITA M. LOWEY, New York 
MARCY KAPTUR, Ohio 
PETER J. VISCLOSKY, Indiana 
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AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD 
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
2014

THURSDAY, APRIL 18, 2013. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE MARKETING AND 
REGULATORY PROGRAMS 

WITNESSES

EDWARD AVALOS, UNDER SECRETARY, MARKETING AND REGU-
LATORY PROGRAMS 

KEVIN SHEA, ACTING ADMINISTRATOR, ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH 
INSPECTION SERVICE 

DAVID R. SHIPMAN, ADMINISTRATOR, AGRICULTURAL MARKETING 
SERVICE

LARRY MITCHELL, ADMINISTRATOR, GRAIN INSPECTION, PACKERS 
AND STOCKYARDS ADMINISTRATION 

MICHAEL YOUNG, BUDGET OFFICER, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRI-
CULTURE

INTRODUCTION OF WITNESSES

Mr. ADERHOLT. The subcommittee will come to order. 
Good morning, everybody. Today we will begin our review for fis-

cal year 2014 budget request from the agencies in USDA’s mar-
keting and regulatory programs mission area. 

I want to welcome Mr. Ed Avalos, USDA’s Under Secretary for 
Marketing and Regulatory Programs; Mr. Kevin Shea, Acting Ad-
ministrator for Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service; Mr. 
Larry Mitchell, Administrator, Grain Inspection, Packers, and 
Stockyards Administration; Mr. David Shipman, Administrator, 
Agricultural Marketing Service; and, again, Mr. Mike Young, 
USDA’s Budget Director. 

OPENING STATEMENT

Our hearing today provides us with an opportunity to review the 
programs, operations, and funding for a mission area at USDA 
with one of the most diverse portfolios. On the one hand we have 
GIPSA, with a dual function of regulating livestock and poultry 
markets and facilitating the marketing of grain and grain products 
around the world. We have AMS, with a broad charge to facilitate 
the efficient and competitive marketing of all types of agricultural 
products. And, lastly, we have APHIS, with a mix of everything ag-
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riculture, from keeping plant pest and animal disease out of the 
U.S. to regulating biotechnology to fighting nontariff trade barriers. 

Not only is the MRP mission varied in its responsibility, but the 
funding source for this mission is unique in that it receives funding 
from discretionary accounts, mandatory accounts, voluntary user 
fees, license fees, and reimbursable agreements. 

The fiscal year 2014 President’s budget seeks total funding of 
$2.4 billion from all these sources, of which $925.5 million is for 
discretionary programs. Your total increase over the fiscal year 
2013 level is $53 million, or 6.1 percent. The AMS request calls for 
an increase of 14 percent; the GIPSA budget, an increase of nearly 
9 percent; and the APHIS, an increase of nearly 5.2 percent. The 
increased requests may be even higher once we factor in the sav-
ings used in this proposal to help offset increases. 

This subcommittee will need to determine if these proposed de-
creased levels are, in fact, real or are they accounting gimmicks to 
get in a lower bottom line. While the subcommittee is keenly aware 
of the hard budget decisions made over the past few years and the 
achievements made in budget savings across the mission area, it 
will likely be a real challenge to support these increased levels. 

Before I recognize you for your opening statement, Mr. Secretary, 
I would like to ask the ranking member of this subcommittee, the 
gentleman from California, Mr. Farr, for any opening comments or 
remarks that he may have at this time. 

Mr. Farr. 

OPENING STATEMENT

Mr. FARR. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
It is a very interesting hearing today. I kind of look at—yester-

day was sort of the intellectual research of capacity of Department 
of Agriculture, and today it is kind of the FAA, the people that are 
responsible for the landings and takeoffs of food and making sure 
that everything is safe in between. You can see they are in the se-
curity business because they all wear dark suits. 

All you need is your dark glasses, and we could provide you as 
security detail for all of us. 

And, again, we have our distinguished honorary doctorate Mi-
chael Young here, who is now—well, yesterday was given that hon-
orary doctorate. 

And I want to thank you all for your service. I don’t think this 
committee often, or Congress, thanks enough the administration. 

And, particularly, I want to thank Administrator Shipman. It is 
37 years in government. You have been honored by two Presidents, 
Clinton and Bush, by receiving the Distinguished Executive Award. 
And I understand you are retiring in a couple of weeks, May 10th. 

So you have done a lot in the inspection process and marketing 
of U.S. ag products, and a distinguished career beginning in 1976 
at the Grain Inspection, Packers, and Stockyards Administration, 
serving as Deputy Administrator for 14 years, in addition to serv-
ing as the Acting Administrator for GIPSA and Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Marketing and Regulatory Programs, and more re-
cently as Administrator of the Agriculture Marketing Service. 

So, on behalf of our House, we would like to congratulate you 
and thank you for your distinguished career. 
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Having said that, now that I have been nice to you, I will wait 
till the questioning, and then I can beat up on you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Mr. Farr. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. I would also like to remind everyone that elec-

tronic devices, if you could put those on silent or mute, then that 
would be very helpful as we continue on with the hearing. 

Mr. Avalos, let me just say to you and also to the other members 
that are here before us this morning, this is appropriations season. 
As we move forward, there are multiple hearings that are going on 
at the same time. All of us are either on two or three other sub-
committees, and so there will be Members that will be coming in 
and out during the hearings. So don’t think anything about that if 
they leave. It is nothing you said; it is simply that they have to get 
on to another hearing. So just keep that in mind. 

But, without objection, your entire written testimony and the tes-
timony of the agency Administrators will be included in the record. 

And we will now recognize you for your opening comments and 
remarks that you have before the subcommittee. Thank you. 

OPENING STATEMENT

Mr. AVALOS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, distinguished members 
of the subcommittee. I am pleased to appear before you to discuss 
the activities of the marketing and regulatory programs mission 
area at USDA and to present fiscal year 2014 budget proposals for 
the Agricultural Marketing Service; for Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service; and for Grain Inspection, Packers, and Stock-
yards Administration. 

With me today I have, of course, Mr. Shipman, our Administrator 
at AMS; Mr. Kevin Shea, our Acting Administrator at APHIS; Mr. 
Larry Mitchell, our Administrator at GIPSA. They have statements 
for the record and will answer questions regarding specific budget 
proposals within their agencies. Also with me today I have Mr. Mi-
chael Young, USDA’s Budget Officer. 

The Administrators and I have submitted written statements for 
the record, so I will briefly highlight what our agencies have ac-
complished with taxpayer dollars that have been entrusted to us 
before presenting the President’s request for the MRP agencies. 

The mission of AMS is to facilitate competitive and efficient mar-
keting of U.S. agricultural products. AMS accomplishes this mis-
sion through a wide variety of activities in cooperation with part-
ners to benefit U.S. producers, marketers, and consumers. 

In 2012, among other actions, AMS established the United 
States-European Organic Equivalency Arrangement, which opened 
up a $24 billion market for U.S. organic producers and handlers. 
AMS has also facilitated marketing of U.S. organic products to Ar-
gentina, Australia, Brazil, Costa Rica, China, Germany, and Guate-
mala.

APHIS has a broad mission that includes protecting and pro-
moting the health of U.S. agriculture and natural resources, ad-
ministering the Animal Welfare Act, and carrying out wildlife dam-
age management activities. Together with customers and stake-
holders, APHIS enhances market access in the global marketplace 
and ensures abundant agricultural products. 
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In 2012, among other actions, APHIS resolved more than 200 
sanitary and phytosanitary trade issues, including opening new 
markets and retaining and expanding existing markets for U.S. ag-
ricultural products valued at $2.56 billion. This involved more than 
50 countries and plant and animal products such as beef, cherries, 
dairy products, grapes, live swine and cattle, peas and pulses, pota-
toes, poultry, stone fruit, and many, many more. 

APHIS, working with California cooperators, reduced populations 
of European grapevine moths, and the detections now only num-
bered 77 in 2012, compared to almost 101,000 in 2010. European 
grapevine moth is a threat not only to the producers in California 
but potentially to those in 30 other States. 

GIPSA’s mission is to facilitate the marketing of livestock, meat, 
poultry, grain, and related agricultural products and to promote 
fair and competitive trade for the benefit of consumers and Amer-
ican agriculture. In 2012, among other actions, GIPSA closed more 
than 2,500 investigative files on potential violations of the Packers 
and Stockyards Act in 2012, compared to 2,050 in 2011 and less 
than 580 in 2000. 

The 2014 budget for MRP agencies requests a total discretionary 
appropriation of $925 million. This request is $84 million less than 
the 2009 appropriations, or a decrease of about 8 percent. Con-
tinuing our efforts to address core mandates and high-priority 
needs while using taxpayer resources as efficiently as possible, I 
would like to highlight the budget request for MRP agencies. 

The request for AMS proposes an appropriation of about $84 mil-
lion and includes a small number for some very important initia-
tives.

With additional funding to the Transportation and Market Devel-
opment Program, AMS will help producers respond to growing con-
sumer demand for local and regional food and expand their access 
to markets through product aggregation, processing, and distribu-
tion. Such efforts are intended to provide opportunities for smaller 
producers to scale up; for midsized producers to serve a scale-ap-
propriate market segment, such as institutions and grocery stores; 
for producers of all sizes to diversify their sales. 

The budget also includes funding to assist the organic sector to 
ensure the integrity of the ‘‘USDA Organic’’ label and to foster new 
organic equivalency agreements while taking actions such as com-
pliance monitoring and maintaining existing agreements. 

The budget request for APHIS proposes appropriations of about 
$801 million. Given promulgation of the animal disease traceability 
rule, the budget requests additional funding support to effect the 
implementation of this rule. This includes cooperative agreements 
with the States and the tribes, providing low-cost ID tags, and 
other needs. 

The budget also requests an increase to address the growing 
problem of feral swine, which is estimated to cost $1.5 billion worth 
of damages and threaten animal and human health, threaten crops 
and livestock, rural, suburban, urban properties, as well as natural 
resources and native resources. 

Additional resources are also requested to provide other efforts— 
for example, funding to combat the Asian longhorned beetle and 
the European grapevine moth in California. 
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The budget for GIPSA proposes slightly more than $40 million. 
Additional funding will allow the Packers and Stockyards Program 
to facilitate market protections for buyers and sellers of livestock 
and poultry through greater compliance. An increase for the Fed-
eral Grain Inspection Service will allow it to purchase some long- 
delayed scientific equipment which will provide advanced assess-
ment of rice characteristics, effective mycotoxin and pesticide res-
idue testing, and programs for the grain exporters. 

In closing, I want to note that MRP agencies have operated in 
an environment of tightened budgets. We have accomplished this 
through proactive management, if not reductions in staffing, inter-
nal reorganizations, office closures, consolidation of telecommuni-
cation services, reduction of travel, and reduction of other expenses. 

We have prioritized our activities and made decisions to elimi-
nate or reduce programs that are not core to our mission. In addi-
tion, APHIS has reduced involvement in combating those pests 
where progress could not be made or where there weren’t available 
means and which are overshadowed by other high-priority threats. 
Successful efforts to eradicate pests such as the boll weevil and the 
screw-worm also allowed for savings. 

The budget request for MRP supports our key role for rural econ-
omy and producers and consumers across the Nation. It also re-
flects the comprehensive efforts we have taken to conserve tax-
payer dollars through targeted, common-sense efficiencies. 

This concludes my statement. I look forward to working with the 
subcommittee on the 2014 budget, and we will be glad to answer 
any questions. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you. 
[The information follows:] 
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Statement of Mr. Edward Avalos, 

Under Secretary of Agriculture for Marketing and Regulatory Programs 

Before the Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Development, 

Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 

Mr. Chainnan and distinguished members of this Subcommittee, I am pleased to appear 

before you to discuss the activities of the Marketing and Regulatory Programs (MRP) mission 

area of the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) and to present the fiscal year (FY) 2014 

budget proposals for the Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS), the Animal and Plant Health 

Inspection Service (APHIS), and the Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards Administration 

(GlPSA). 

With me today are Mr. David Shipman, Administrator of AMS; Mr. Kevin Shea, Acting 

Administrator of APHIS; and Mr. Larry Mitchell, Administrator of GlPSA. They have 

statements for the record and will answer questions regarding specific budget proposals for their 

agencies. Also with me is Mr. Michael Young, USDA's Budget Officer. 

Secretary Vilsack said before this Subcommittee that the Administration is strongly 

committed to programs that create jobs and expand markets. MRP helps accomplish this in a 

variety of ways. For example, AMS and GIPSA certify the quality of agricultural commodities 

and provide industry with a competitive edge earned by the USDA seal of approval for grading 

and inspection. GIPSA also works to help ensure that livestock producers have a fair and 

competitive market environment. APHIS protects the health of plants and animals, enhancing 

the competitiveness of U.S. producers by keeping production and marketing costs low. All three 

agencies help resolve international issues to maintain and open markets around the world for 

U.S. products. 
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MRP agencies have operated in an environment of tightened budgets. We have 

accomplished this through proactive management of, if not reductions in, staffing; internal 

reorganizations; office closures; consolidation of telecommunication services; and reduction of 

travel and other expenses. Further, we have prioritized our activitics and made dccisions to 

eliminate or reduce programs that are not central to our mission. In addition, APHIS has reduced 

involvement in combating those pests where good progress could not be made with available 

means or which are overshadowed by higher priority threats. Successful efforts to eradicate 

pests, such as boll weevil and screwworm allow savings as well. 

Still, the MRP agencies have achieved significant accomplishments that I would like to 

highlight. In FY 2012, APHIS resolved 207 sanitary and phytosanitary trade issues, including 

opening new markets and retaining and expanding existing market access for U.S. agricultural 

products valued at $2.56 billion. This involved more than 50 countries and plant and animal 

products such as beef, cherries, dairy products, grapes, live swine and cattle, peas and pulses, 

potatoes, poultry, stone fruit, and many more. In FY 2012, APHIS personnel stationed overseas 

successfully secured the release of 324 shipments of agricultural products worth more than 

$41 million. APHIS, working with California cooperators, reduced populations of European 

grapevine moths (EGVM), so that detections numbered only 77 in FY 2012 compared with 

almost 101,000 in FY 2010. EGVM is a threat not only to producers in California but potentially 

to those in 30 other States. APHIS has also achieved success in the animal health sector. 

Subsequent to APHIS promulgating the animal disease traceability rule in December 2012, the 

Scientific Commission for the World Organization for Animal Health (OlE) recommended that 

the U.S. risk classification for bovine spongiform encephalopathy be changed from the second

tier risk rating to the lowest risk rating that OlE provides. Upon finalization, this will aid efforts 

to promote U.S. cattle and beef products abroad. 

AMS achieved notable accomplishments in FY 2012 as well. AMS purchased about 

$1.4 billion of food produced by America's farmers and processors for domestic nutrition 

assistance programs. In response to industry requests to improve procurement processes for 

canned and frozen fruit and vegetable products, and to better meet FNS' need to supply these 

products year-round, AMS redesigned procurement programs in 2012 in a manner that won 

praise from industry and FNS recipient agencies. AMS established the United States-European 
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Union Organic Equivalency Arrangement in June 2012, which has opened up a $24 billion 

market to U.S. organic producers and handlers. AMS also facilitated marketing of U.S. organic 

products to Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Costa Rica, China, Germany, and Guatemala. 

Finally, GIPSA had many noteworthy accomplishments. GIPSA closed 2,545 

investigative files on potential violations ofthe Packers and Stockyards Act in FY 2012, 

compared with about 2,050 in FY 2011 and less than 580 in FY 2000. In addition, GIPSA also 

implemented use of new grain moisture meters based on technology it developed in coordination 

with the Agricultural Research Service and transferred to the private sector for commercial use. 

Two competing manufacturers' moisture meters were subsequently approved by GIPSA, which 

reduced significantly the price paid by the grain industry for these instruments. 

The 2014 Budget requests total budgetary authority of about $2.4 billion for the MRP 

agencies, of which about $925 million is from discretionary appropriations, more than 

$940 million from Customs receipts, and about $435 million from fees charged to the direct 

beneficiaries of MRP services. The discretionary appropriations request for the MRP agencies 

combined is about $84 million less than the FY 2009 appropriation, a decrease of about 

8 percent. Continuing our efforts to address core mandates and high priority needs while using 

taxpayer resources as efficiently as possible, I would like to highlight the Budget requests for the 

MRP agencies. 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 

The mission of AMS is to facilitate the competitive and efficient marketing of U.S. 

agricultural products. AMS accomplishes this mission through a wide variety of activities in 

cooperation with partners to the benefit of U.S. producers, marketers, and consumers. The 

President's Budget request for AMS proposes a discretionary appropriation of about $84 million 

and includes a small number of important initiatives. 

With additional funding for the Transportation and Market Development Program, AMS 

will help producers respond to growing consumer demand for local and regional food and 

expand their access to markets through product aggregation, processing, and distribution. Such 

efforts are intended to provide opportunities for smaller producers to scale up, for midsized 

producers to serve a scale-appropriate market segment such as institutions and grocers, and for 
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producers of all sizes to diversify their sales. Expanding local and regional food systems in a 

community has been found to increase employment and income in that community. 

The Budget also includes funding to assist the organic sector by ensuring the integrity of 

the USDA organic seal and fostering new organic equivalency agreements while taking actions, 

such as compliance monitoring, to maintain existing agreements. As organic sales expand and 

the number of certified operations rises, the National Organic Program must have sufficient 

resources to accredit, audit, and oversee the work of certifying agents, keep pace with violation 

investigation and enforcement, and maintain and expand trade opportunities provided by 

equivalency agreements. 

An initiative under the Federal-State Marketing Improvement Program (FSMIP) will 

assist producers in meeting the requirements of the Food Safety Modernization Act. Under the 

FSMIP, AMS provides matching funds to State departments of agriculture for projects aimed at 

improving marketing efficiency, reducing marketing costs for producers, and lowering food costs 

for consumers. 

The Budget requests funding from Section 32 for USDA's Web-Based Supply Chain 

Management (WBSCM) system to begin a technical upgrade that must be completed in 2015 to 

keep the system operating efficiently and cost-effectively. AMS manages the WBSCM system, 

which has improved the procurement, delivery, and management of more than 200 foods 

(4.5 million tons) through domestic and foreign feeding programs administered by AMS, FSA, 

FNS, F AS, and the United States Agency for International Development. 

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE 

The Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service has a broad mission that includes 

protecting and promoting the health of U.S. agriculture and natural resources, administering the 

Animal Welfare Act, and carrying out wildlife damage management activities. Together with 

customers and stakeholders, APHIS enhances market access in the global marketplace and helps 

ensure abundant agricultural products. 

The Budget request proposes discretionary appropriations of about $80 I million. In 

addition, existing user fees of more than $210 million will support Agricultural Quarantine 

Inspection activities. The Budget proposes an elimination of funding for programs such as 

10hne's disease and chronic wasting disease, which can best be managed at a local or regional 
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level. Increased cost-sharing will be requested from beneficiaries of several pest programs 

related to specialty crops, trees, and wildlife damage management; this allows lesser demand for 

Federal taxpayer resources. These and other carefully considered reductions, together with 

aggressive streamlining steps, allow us to steward taxpayer resources and request a small number 

of increases for our highest priorities. 

Given promulgation of the final animal disease traceability rule, the Budget requests 

funding to support effective implementation. This includes information technology systems to 

administer animal identification devices, allocate location identifiers, and manage the animal 

disease traceability information systems. APHIS will continue to provide the premises 

identification systems to States and Tribes that wish to use them. Funding for cooperative 

agreements with State and Tribes to implement the program, provision oflow-cost identification 

tags, and other needs are included in the request. 

Notably, the President's Budget requests an increase to address the growing problem of 

feral swine, which are estimated to cause $1.5 billion in damages that threaten animal and human 

health; crops and livestock; rural, suburban, and urban properties; and natural resources and 

native resources. APHIS will coordinate with other Federal, State, and local entities to address 

the more than five million feral swine found in 38 States. With populations of feral swine that 

have increased 21 percent annually in recent years, prompt and nationally coordinated action is 

needed. 

Additional resources are also requested for a variety of efforts. For example, the Budget 

includes additional funding to combat the Asian longhorned Beetle in Ohio and Massachusetts, 

and to eradicate EGVM in California. To implement the APHIS rule to protect pets that are sold 

over the internet, by phone and by mail and that are currently exempt from USDA oversight, the 

Budget requests funds to identify such vendors and conduct education and licensing activities. 

GRAIN INSPECTION, PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS ADMINISTRATION 

GIPSA's mission is to facilitate the marketing oflivestock, meat, poultry, grain, and 

related agricultural products and to promote fair and competitive trade for the benefit of 

consumers and American agriculture. GIPSA fulfills this mission through the Packers and 

Stockyards Program (P&SP) and the Federal Grain Inspection Service (FGIS). 
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The Budget proposes a discretionary appropriation of slightly morc than $40 million. 

About $23 million is requested for the P&SP while approximately $18 million is for FGlS 

activities including standardization, compliance, and methods development activities. The 

Budget also includes existing user fees of about $50 million for grain inspection and weighing. 

The discretionary Budget includes a request for additional funding to allow the P&SP to 

facilitate market protections for buyers and sellers oflivestock and poultry through greater 

compliance, investigative, and enforcement activities in the field. Funds would provide 

equipment and other support expenses needed for its field staff to effectively conduct regulatory 

and investigative work. An increase for FGlS will allow it to purchase long-delayed scientific 

equipment, which will provide advanced assessment of rice characteristics and effective 

mycotoxin and pesticide residue testing programs for U.S. grain exporters. 

CONCLUSION 

In closing, the Budget request for MRP supports our key role for the rural economy and 

for producers and consumers across the Nation. It also reflects the comprehensive efforts we 

have taken to conserve taxpayer dollars through targeted, common-sense efficiencies. Any 

further reduction in funding would significantly impair our ability to deliver critical services and 

would imperil our efforts to manage an increasingly complex workload with constrained staffing 

levels. 

This concludes my statement. I look forward to working with the Subcommittee on the 

2014 Budget and will be glad to answer questions you may have on these Budget proposals. 
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ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE 

Statement of Mr. Kevin Shea, Acting Administrator 

Before the Snbcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Development, 

Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 

Mr. Chainnan and distinguished members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity to 

appear before you on behalf ofthe dedicated and hard-working men and women of our Agency 

to discuss the United States Department of Agriculture's (USDA) priorities for the Animal and 

Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) and to provide you with an overview of our Fiscal Year 

(FY) 2014 budget request. 

APHIS' mission is to protect the health and value of U.S. agriculture and natural resources. We 

carry out this mission by working with a variety of partners-States, Tribal Nations, farmers, 

ranchers, industry associations, and all stakeholders-to address the animal and plant pest and 

disease challenges that affect agriculture and our nation's ability to feed, clothe, and provide fuel 

for people in the United States and around the world. Our programs continue to support all of 

the Secretary's goals: assisting rural communities to create prosperity so they are self-sustaining, 

repopulating, and economically thriving; ensuring our national forests and private working lands 

are conserved, restored, and made more resilient to climate change, while enhancing our water 

resources; helping America promote agricultural production and biotechnology exports as 

America works to increase food security; and ensuring that all of America's children have access 

to safe, nutritious, and balanced meals. 
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APHIS continues to achieve program results while making tough choices that allow us to live 

with a substantially reduced budget. We have looked closely at our operations over the past 2 

years and reduced staffing by more than 600 employees since FY 2011 through attrition (and 

only filling the most critical vacancies); reduced travel costs by more than 28 percent; identified 

several millions of dollars in savings on telecommunications costs; and, generally held the line 

on all spending. APHIS has also identified programmatic efficiencies using industry standard 

practices. We implemented business process improvements in areas such as licensing of 

veterinary biologics, investigation and enforcement, import and export reviews, and reviews of 

petitions to determine the regulatory status of genetically engineered crops. As a result, we have 

been able to avoid furloughs, reductions in force, and other actions that might have had a larger 

impact on our ability to continue providing services to our stakeholders. 

These cost savings and business improvements alone are only part of the story. We also made 

tough decisions to reduce our involvement in several programs where we could not make good 

progress with the tools currently available, or where simply there were higher priorities. For 

example, although the emerald ash borer, Johne's disease, and chronic wasting disease arc 

concerns, we have greatly reduced our role in these programs. In some cases, long term success, 

such as in eradicating boll weevils and screwworm, has allowed us to reduce funding as well. 

Before I discuss our FY 2014 request, I want to first acknowledge the level of dedication and 

effort that APHIS employees give to their jobs every day and would like to report on our key 

accomplishments of the past year. Following vigorous debate in the industry and public input, 

APHIS announced a final rule in December 2012 establishing regulations for improving the 

traceability of U.S. livestock moving interstate. Under the final rule, unless specifically 

exempted, livestock moved interstate must be officially identified and accompanied by an 

interstate certificate of veterinary inspection or other documentation, such as owner-shipper 

statements or brand certificates. After considering public input, APHIS made several changes in 

the final rule that will provide more options for States and producers. This final rule meets the 

diverse needs of the countryside where States and Tribes can develop systems for tracking 
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animals that work best for them and their producers, while addressing gaps in our overall disease 

response efforts. Having a strong traceability program in place will provide even more 

assurances to our trading partners that the United States can quickly contain an animal disease 

outbreak if it occurs and prevent potentially infected products from being exported. 

APHIS conducts surveillance to detect foreign, emerging, zoonotic and domestic diseases that 

potentially could have a substantial impact on domestic producers and the national economy. 

Since FY 2012, APHIS has made progress in implementing a more efficient surveillance system 

for serious swine diseases. The more efficient system allows the Agency to use various sample 

streams to conduct targeted surveillance for multiple diseases, such as pseudorabies and classical 

swine fever. This approach allows us to maintain the same level of surveillance, and target those 

samples with the highest level of risk while reducing surveillance costs. At the same time, 

APHIS has continued to meet or exceed international standards and support U.S. producers' 

ability to export. 

APHIS works to protect specialty crop production in the United States and ensure the availability 

offresh fruits and vegetables. For example, we and our State and industry partners continue 

progress toward eliminating the European grapevine moth (EGVM) from California. This 

program protects more than 11,000 grape farms in the State (more than 40 percent of which are 

in the immediately affected area) as well as those in 30 other States with climates suitable for 

EGVM. APHIS and a host of State and industry partners have worked together on an intensive 

effort that reduced the number of moths detected by more than 99 percent between FY 20 I 0 and 

FY 2011, the first two years ofthe program's operation. Only 77 individual moths (75 adults 

and 2 larvae) were detected in FY 2012 (down from a high of 100,959 in FY 2010). Because of 

this rapid success, APHIS was able to release from quarantine 9 of the 10 affected counties in 

California in calendar year 2012. Continued support for this program is essential to ensuring that 

the pest is eradicated. Eliminating this moth from the United States will protect grape 

production, worth $3.9 billion in California alone, and exports valued at $833 million in 

FY 2012. 
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Agricultural trade is a bright spot for the U.S. economy, with agricultural exports reaching 

$135.8 billion in 2012, the second highest total on record. In tact, the past few years have been 

the best for farm exports in our Nation's history, making America's agricultural sector a key 

contributor to achieving President Obama's goal under the National Export Initiative of doubling 

exports by the end of2014. I am proud of APHIS' role in helping to broaden international trade 

pathways for America's farmers, ranchers, and related businesses while ensuring they are 

protected from pests and diseases at home. We use a consistent approach of focusing on the 

science and applying sound risk analysis to resolve the sanitary and phytosanitary (SPS) issues 

that impact U.S. farmers' and ranchers' ability to export their products. 

Last year, APHIS, in cooperation with other agencies, worked hard to keep international markets 

abroad open for American agricultural products by eliminating unjustified SPS barriers. 

Together, we successfully negotiated and resolved 207 SPS issues involving U.S. agricultural 

exports with a total estimated market value of $2.56 billion. These accomplishments involved 

more than 50 countries around the globe and a wide variety of plant and animal products, 

including beef, poultry, peas and pulses, potatoes, cherries, grapes, stone fruit, live swine and 

cattle, and many more. Our presence overseas also allows us to assist U.S. exporters when U.S. 

shipments are detained at foreign ports. In FY 2012, our personnel stationed overseas 

successfully secured the release of 324 shipments of U.S. agricultural products, from cherries to 

cotton, worth more than $41 million. 

APHIS also supports exports through certifying that U.S. products meet foreign countries' entry 

requirements. In FY 2012, we issued more than 41,500 export certificates for live animals and 

just over 167,000 for animal products. On the plant side, we issued a record 580,000 certificates, 

most of them through our automated Phytosanitary Certificate Issuance and Tracking system that 

allows exporters to make appointments and payments on line. 

Our Animal Welfare program carries out activities designed to ensure the humane care and 

treatment of animals covered under the Animal Welfare Act (AWA) through inspections, 

enforcement, education, and collaboration with others. In FY 2012, APHIS published a 

proposed rule to revise the definition of "retail pet store" in the A W A regulations to close a 
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loophole that has, in some cases, allowed unhealthy and badly treated pets to be sold sight 

unseen over the Internet and via phone- and mail-based businesses. The proposed rule will help 

to ensure that breeders who sell dogs, cats, and other pet animals, sight unseen, at retail provide 

their animals with humane care and treatment in accordance with A W A standards. 

FY 2014 Budget 

Our FY 2014 request contains several requests to support mission critical activities. We are 

requesting $20 million for our Wildlife Damage Management program to address feral swine in 

the United States. Due to feral swine populations increasing rapidly, this destructive invasive 

species is spreading throughout the United States. The popUlation increase and expanding range 

threatens animal and human health; crops and livestock; rural, suburban, and urban properties; 

and, natural and native resources. They already cause an estimated $1.5 billion in damages 

annually and that number will continue to grow unless we take coordinated, national action. A 

study conducted in Texas demonstrated that feral swine populations increased 21 percent a year. 

The time to act to control these animals is now, before their populations grow too large to 

manage. APHIS will implement a national stratcgic plan to conduct integrated feral swine 

removal, thereby reducing damage to property, and reducing threats to agriculture, urban areas, 

and humans. 

APHIS is also requesting an increase to support the implementation of the new Animal Disease 

Traceability rule. Traceability continues to be an important issue with trading partners. The new 

approach, while advancing traceability for disease response, will also help the U.S. animal and 

animal product exports remain competitive in the global market place as trade requirements 

increasingly require such a system to allow access to markets. 

APHIS is requesting an increase to implement the retail pet stores rule, which is designed to 

close the loophole of pets being sold over the Internet, phone, and by mail, and that are currently 

exempt from USDA oversight. APHIS estimates that approximately 3,000 to 5,000 new entities 

will require a USDA license to continue operations. This incrcase will allow APHIS to identify 
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these entities and conduct education and licensing activities designed to protect the health and 

well-being ofthe animals they sell. 

Other areas where additional resources are needed to support continued progress include Tree 

and Wood Pests and Specialty Crop Pests. APHIS is making progress toward eradicating Asian 

longhorned beetle outbreaks in several areas-we expect to dcclare ALB eradicated from 

Manhattan and Staten Island in New York City and from Middlesex and Union Counties in New 

Jersey by the end ofFY 2013. But the large infestations in Ohio and Massachusetts that threaten 

our hardwood forests and the industries (such as lumber, maple syrup, and tourism) they support 

will demand more resources. APHIS is also requesting an increase to finish the job of 

eradicating the European grapevine moth to protect grape production in California and the 

nation. 

APHIS' mission of safeguarding United States agriculture is becoming ever more critical. The 

words on the USDA seal-Agriculture is the foundation of manufacture and commerce-are as 

true today as they were when first written in the 19th century. Healthy plants and livestock 

provide abundant and affordable food for all Americans, and increase our export market 

potential, thereby contributing to a healthy U.S. economy. On behalf of APHIS, I appreciate all 

of your support and look forward to a continued, productive working relationship. I would be 

glad to answer any questions you may have. 
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AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 

Statement of David R. Shipman, Administrator 

before the Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Development, 

Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 

Mr. Chairman and Members ofthe Subcommittee, I am pleased to have this opportunity 

to present the fiscal year (FY) 2014 budget request on behalf ofthe Agricultural Marketing 

Service (AMS). AMS programs facilitate the marketing of U.S. agricultural products 

domestically and around the world. These activities also support USDA's goals of assisting rural 

communities to create prosperity and ensuring that all of America's children have access to safe, 

nutritious, and balanced meals. 

For this budget request, we propose to continue our dedicated efforts to support 

marketing systems for all agricultural commodities while increasing our efforts to strengthen the 

connection between farmers and consumers through local and regional food systems and 

focusing additional resources to help the organic industry grow and thrive. To do so, we are 

requesting a total of$84 million in annual appropriations-about the same as for FY 2012. But 

before I describe our budget proposals, I would like to briefly review our mission and programs, 

and to highlight a few of our recent accomplishments. 

AMS MISSION AND PROGRAMS 

AMS' mission is to facilitate the competitive and efficient marketing of agricultural 

products. We rely on partnerships with state agricultural agencies, local and Tribal governments, 

other Federal agencies, and agricultural producers and other stakeholders along the marketing 

chain to accomplish our mission in an effective and cost-efficient manner. 
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Our employees and partners collaborate every day to facilitate the marketing of hundreds 

of products from the producer to the consumer in the U.S. and around the globe. We provide 

impartial and accurate market data, essential for competitive and productive markets. We 

provide critical data on transportation infrastructure, and we support the development and 

utilization oflocal and regional marketing systems. We also assist markets to help themselves 

through the oversight of research and promotion programs and marketing orders. 

We promote fair markets by ensuring the integrity of the USDA organic label, the 

country of origin label, the accuracy of USDA quality grades, and the accuracy of the purity 

labels on sced sold to a farmer or to a consumer planting a vegetable garden. We provide those 

selling and buying produce with an effective and cost-efficient way to resolve disputes through 

the Perishable Agricultural Commodity Act (P ACA) Program. Those selling products to 

customers with specific production, content, or processing requirements (domestic or 

international) rely on a variety of AMS services, e.g., good agricultural practice audits, quality 

grades, and reviews of manufacturing practices, to fulfill customer or foreign government 

requirements and facilitate marketing. 

Our programs also support a government-wide effort to improve food security and child 

nutrition. We monitor shell egg handling facilities, provide data on pesticide residues in foods, 

require high sanitary conditions for all facilities receiving USDA quality grade certification, have 

an ongoing 2417 reporting process to the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) and the Food 

Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) of any operation suspected of not meeting food safety 

reqUirements, and purchase healthy and nutritious food for the Food and Nutrition Service's 

(FNS) domestic nutrition assistance programs. 

FY 2012 ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

During FY 2012, we continued an emphasis on improved business processes to further 

enhance operational efficiencies. I would like to share some of our accomplishments. 

Market News - AMS Market News plays an important role in the daily decisions of 

farmers, handlers, processors, and others in the food chain. We provide impartial and reliable 

information on supply, movement, contracts, inventories, and prices. This critical market 
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information is provided both through a volunteer and mandatory process. Legislatively

mandated price reporting provides information not otherwise available to meat and dairy 

producers. In FY 2012, we leveraged our mandatory meat reporting system to provide weekly 

wholesale dairy product prices for butter, nonfat dry milk powder, sweet whey powder, and 

cheddar cheese in blocks and barrels. We also successfully included wholesale pork sales in our 

mandatory meat reporting system. The mandatory wholesale pork reporting initiated in January 

2013 increased both the transparency and volume of information available to the entire pork 

industry. 

Transportation and Market Development - Our transportation program provides valuable 

analysis and information to agricultural markets. In FY 2012, we released an Ocean Shipping 

Container Availability Report, providing a weekly snapshot of current and projected short-term 

availability of various types of marine shipping containers at 18 locations for westbound trade 

lanes. By helping agricultural exporters identifY available containers, we estimate they realized 

about a 25 percent increase in agricultural cargo volume. Our market development program also 

provides valuable analysis and information to agricultural markets. For example, we provided 

architectural plans and design assistance to establish or improve 10 farmers markets that offer 

consumers a source for local foods and help keep more ofthe food dollar in farmers' pockets. 

Our market development effort has also focused on local and regional food production, 

an area where we have seen significant and growing consumer demand. There has been a 175 

percent increase in the number of farmers markets nationwide since FY 2000, along with a 

dramatic increase in the number oflocal and regional food hubs, community supported 

agriculture operations, and other local food enterprises. These enterprise opportunities 

strengthen rural communities and increase consumer access to locally produced foods. In this 

emerging market, AMS plays an important role in analyzing and providing information and 

technical assistance to businesses along the supply chain. In March 2012, we released a report 

on distribution practices of eight producer networks distributing locally or regionally-grown food 

to retail and food service customers, entitled "Moving Food Along the Value Chain: Innovations 

in Regional Food Distribution." The study shares lessons learned and best practices to serve as a 

resource for others. We also led a collaborative effort to develop a database of more than 213 

operating or emerging regional food hubs (double the number recorded in 2011) and launched 
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the Food Hub Community of Practice, a national peer-learning network intended to accelerate 

research, best practices, and sharing of resources. In April 2012, we published a new USDA 

Regional Food Hub Resource Guide, a comprehensive compilation of guidance for developing 

or participating in a regional food hub. Through such marketing models, agricultural producers

-particularly small and medium-sized producers-are experiencing a substantial improvement in 

farm income as a rcsult of facilitated sales to consumers, restaurants, schools and other 

institutional outlets. These marketing models also provide more reliable sources oflocally and 

regionally produced foods for commercial clients. 

National Organic Program - Our National Organic Program (NOP) develops, 

implements, and enforces national standards governing the production, handling and labeling of 

agricultural products sold as organic. NOP accredits certifying agents-private businesses, 

organizations, and state agencies in the U.S. and around the world-that are authorized to certify 

producers and handlers of organic agricultural products. As of January 2012, 17,281 organic 

farms and processing facilities in the U.S. were certified to the USDA organic standards, fueling 

a $31.4 billion U.S. organic industry. Worldwide, there are 28,386 USDA organic operations 

across 133 countries. NOP protects organic integrity through a variety of activities including 

audits of operations and certifiers, residue testing to verify that prohibited pesticides are not 

being applied to organic production, and investigation of suspected violations. 

We also establish equivalence agreements and export arrangements with foreign 

governments to facilitate organic product exports. In June 2012, we established the United 

States-European Union (EU) Equivalency Arrangement that has opened up a $24 billion market 

to U.S. organic producers and handlers. We also conducted certifier audits and participated in 

meetings with government officials in Australia, China, Germany, Costa Rica, Brazil, 

Guatemala, and Argentina to facilitate marketing of organic products; and participated in 

technical discussions with Japanese government officials to assess future possibilities for organic 

equivalency. 

International Activities - AMS facilitates international marketing and fair trade through 

the development of voluntary quality and product description standards for use in commercial 

transactions. We also offer a variety of fee-based, voluntary product certification services, 
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including domestic and export certification, product testing, and production/processing 

verification services that provide independent, third-party assurance that contractual agreements, 

foreign government requirements, and other requirements are met. 

AMS supports the Canada-U.S. Regulatory Cooperation Council (RCC), created by 

President Obama and Prime Minister Harper, through efforts to harmonize meat cut 

nomenclature and provide financial resolution capabilities on produce traded between the U.S. 

and Canada. Our efforts successfully achieved an agreement whereby Canada will recognize the 

Institutional Meat Purchasing Specifications (IMPS) which will facilitate meat trade in North 

America. We also made significant progress toward creating financial tools in Canada 

comparable to PACA Trust Provisions. Fresh produce industry stakeholders in both countries 

support more effective contract management and licensing of fresh produce buyers, as well as 

regulatory measures that could be adopted to better ensure industry payment to fresh produce 

sellers in cases of buyer bankruptcy and insolvency. This collaborative effort should bring about 

the establishment of tools to mitigate financial risk in the sale of fresh and frozen fruits and 

vegetables in Canada. 

All AMS certification programs support the eTrade Document Exchange (eTDE) System 

to improve the efficiency of document clearance for global trade. This system makes trade 

documents, including USDA certificates, available via the internet allowing for timely clearance 

of U.S. product domestically and through ports of entry around the world. In 2013, AMS will 

issue dairy health certificates to the EU using the eTDE system. Expansion of this system to all 

global markets is an AMS priority. 

Efficiency Improvements - We continuously challenge the status quo and seek 

enhanced business processes to improve service delivery and efficiency. We have reduced many 

expenses, including those for travel and supplies, and have carefully managed our hiring and 

staffing. We are capitalizing on every opportunity to bring greater efficiencies to the Agency by 

streamlining our operations and cross-leveraging resources. We reorganized our administrative 

and information technology support personnel and our commodity purchasing staff, combined 

offices serving livestock and poultry, and combined our fresh and processed fruit and vegetable 

inspection staff. These changes have enabled us to continue to improve services while operating 
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at reduced funding levels. After sequestration and across-the-board rescissions, our Marketing 

Services funding for FY 2013 is 16 percent below the FY 2009 level. To operate within budget 

constraints this year, we are carefully managing hiring, delaying or modifying information 

technology investments, and reducing agreements to avoid service disruptions as much as 

possible. 

Maintaining the integrity of the organic label is a key priority of AMS. The organic 

market represents the fastest growth sector of the food industry. To ensure that buyers can trust 

the organic seal, we focused on enhanced enforcement, regulations, and investigations in 2012. 

We streamlined our processes which resulted in doubling the number of violation cases closed, 

bringing greater confidence to consumers that they receive what they pay for when buying 

organic products. 

Through our commitment to process improvement, we were able to operate the Country 

of Origin Labeling (COOL) program effectively with fewer resources, including reduced travel, 

training, and partnership costs through the deployment of a Web-based training and program 

operational system. We used data available through the new Web-based system to more 

strategically allocate enforcement resources and improve the return on each enforcement dollar. 

We reduced the number of reviews by targeting facilities with a high occurrence of violations. 

In FY 2012, AMS procured $797 million in foods with Section 32 funding and another 

$647 million worth of food on behalfofFNS. The food commodities we buy are distributed 

through FNS' nutrition assistance programs. AMS launched redesigned procurement programs 

for 2012 and used requests for proposals (RFPs), which enabled us to award delivery contracts 

before specific orders and destinations were known. Securing these contracts-in advance of 

seasonal planting and harvest schedules-allowed us to lock in volume for over 50 food items 

from producers who otherwise would have committed much of the acreage and harvest 

elsewhere in the commercial market. 

The improvements in our procurement operations would not be possible without the 

Web-Based Supply Chain Management (WBSCM) system. We implemented the new system in 

2011. We now have over 9,000 users, relying on the system for critical food supplies. 
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FY 2014 BUDGET PROPOSALS 

For FY 2014, AMS proposes a discretionary appropriation of $84.2 million, including 

$82.8 million for all Marketing Services activities and $1.4 million for Federal-State Marketing 

Improvement Program (FSMIP) grants. The Marketing Services request includes additional 

resources for two programs to further USDA's goal to strengthen regional economies and help 

producers meet consumer demand-an increase to enhance community capacity to improve local 

and regional food value chains and an increase for the National Organic Program (NOP) to keep 

up with violation complaints and international agreements. 

The requested funding for our Transportation and Market Development Program will 

enable us to build on our current efforts to create new economic opportunities for producers by 

helping them access institutional markets, restaurants, grocers, and other buyers of local and 

regional food. Expanding into mainstream markets can involve aggregation, processing, and 

distribution, which offers an important opportunity for smaller producers to scale up, for 

midsized producers to serve a scale-appropriate market segment such as institutions and grocers, 

and for producers of all sizes to diversify their sales. A recent ERS study of five local food 

supply chains found that producers received a greater share of the retail price in the local food 

supply chain, and producer net revenue ranged from roughly equal to more than seven times the 

price received per unit from mainstream chains. Empirical research has found that expanding 

local food systems in a community can increase employment and income in that community. 

As consumer demand for local food increases, AMS will assist producers and supply 

chain businesses by identifying innovative and cost-efficient models for regional food 

distribution. AMS will work through cooperative agreements with other federal agencies, state 

and local governments, universities, non-profit and other organizations to conduct the majority of 

these activities. 

The request for the NOP is needed to ensure the integrity of the USDA organic seal in the 

U.S. and throughout the world. As organic sales expand and the number of certified operations 

rises, the NOP must have sufficient resources to accredit, audit, and oversee the work of 

certifying agents, keep pace with violation investigation and enforcement, and maintain and 

expand trade opportunities provided by equivalency agreements with foreign countries. While 
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we have made efficiency improvements, additional funds are needed to meet increased 

requirements for compliance and enforcement of organic labeling. These resources will allow 

the NOP to keep up with the quickening pace of incoming complaints and will ensure timely 

enforcement action where violations are found. The request also includes funding to pursue 

international agreements with additional countries while fully supporting existing agreements. 

NOP plays a key role in coordinating international organic equivalency and recognition 

agreements. The establishment of new agreements requires careful assessment and evaluation of 

other governments' organic standards and oversight systems. Once established, these 

agreements require ongoing compliance monitoring and standards coordination. The growth of 

organic markets internationally opens market opportunities for U.S. exports. With additional 

funding, NOP will be able to maintain existing agreements while pursuing equivalency 

arrangements with India, Japan, Korea, and Costa Rica. 

This budget request proposes termination of Pesticide Recordkeeping Program activities 

in FY 2014 to support budget reduction efforts and because the program is not central to the core 

mission of AMS. Private applicators of federally restricted-use pesticides will still be required to 

maintain their records, but AMS will no longer conduct compliance inspections and educational 

activities for non-commercial applicators. 

In Payments to States and Possessions, we are requesting an increase for FSMIP 

competitive matching grant funds to meet demand for marketing projects proposed and co

funded by State agencies that are of practical use to the agricultural industry. This program puts 

resources directly into rural communities nationwide, which stimulates local economics. FSMIP 

projects often serve as catalysts for new initiatives that improve farm income and consumer 

welfare. 

The budget includes a proposal to adequately fund USDA's Web-Based Supply Chain 

Management (WBSCM) system from wiihin Section 32 program funding. AMS manages the 

WBSCM system, which has improved the procurement, delivery, and management of more than 

200 foods (4.5 million tons) through domestic and foreign feeding programs administered by 

AMS, FSA, FNS, FAS, and the United States Agency for International Development (USAID). 
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Additional funds are needed to begin a technical software upgrade that must be completed in 

2015 to keep the system operating efficiently and cost-effectively. 

CONCLUSION 

By facilitating a competitive and efficient market for agricultural products, our programs 

playa significant role in the ability of agricultural producers, processors, handlers, shippers, and 

sellers to conduct business efficiently and effectively. We believe the allocation of resources 

proposed in the FY 2014 Budget represents the most effective use of available funding to 

accomplish AMS' important mission. Thank you for this opportunity to present our budget 

proposal. 
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GRAIN INSPECTION, PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS ADMINISTRATION 

Statement of Lan-y Mitchell, Administrator 
Before the Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Development, 

Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 

Introduction 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased to share with you the 

accomplishments of the Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards Administration (GIPSA), and 

discuss with you GIPSA's fiscal year (FY) 2014 budget proposal. 

GIPSA plays an integral role in ensuring the economic viability of America's farmers and 

livestock producers, and, in tum, of rural America. GIPSA programs directly and significantly 

impact three key sectors of American agriculture the livestock, poultry, and grain markets. Our 

work ensures fair-trade practices and financial integrity for competitive markets, and promotes 

equitable and efficient marketing across the nation and around the world. 

Our two programs are the Packers and Stockyards Program (P&SP) and the Federal 

Grain Inspection Service (FGIS). P&SP protects fair trade practices, financial integrity, and 

competitive markets for livestock, meat, and poultry. FGIS facilitates the marketing of U.S. 

grains, oilseeds, and related agricultural products through its world-renowned grain inspection 

and weighing system. Moreover, FGIS maintains the integrity of the grain marketing system by 

developing unbiased grading standards and methods for assessing grain quality. 

P&SP is headquartered in Washington, D.C., has three front-line regional offices located 

in Atlanta, Georgia; Denver, Colorado; and Des Moines, Iowa; and 55 resident agents 

throughout the United States that are the eyes and ears for our compliance and regulatory 

presence on the ground. 

FGIS is headquartered in Washington, D.C. with its National Grain Center located in 

Kansas City, Missouri; and 7 field offices, 3 suboffices, and I Federal/State office. These field 

offices are located in Grand Forks, North Dakota; Kansas City, Missouri; League City, Texas; 

New Orleans, Louisiana; Portland, Oregon; Stuttgart, Arkansas; and Toledo, Ohio; and the 

Federal/State office is located in Olympia, Washington. FGIS delivers official inspection and 
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wcighing serviccs via the national inspection system, a uniquc public-private partnership 

comprised of Federal, State, and private inspection personnel. Our partners include 54 State and 

private agencies authorized by the Secretary to provide official inspection and weighing services 

on our behalf. 

Packers and Stockyards Program 

GIPSA's P&SP regulates businesses that market livestock, poultry, and meat under the 

Packers and Stockyards (P&S) Act, enacted in 1921 to promote fair and competitive marketing 

in livestock, meat, and poultry for the benefit of consumers and American agriculture. Under the 

P&S Act, P&SP fosters fair competition, providcs payment protection, and guards against 

deceptive and fraudulent trade practices in the livestock, meat, and poultry markets. By 

protecting fair-trade practices, financial integrity, and competitive markets, GIPSA promotes 

marketplace fairness for swine contractors, livestock producers, sellers, and poultry growers for 

the benefit of all market participants. 

GIPSA's P&SP has seen significant improvements in its performance over the last 10 

years. A significant component to that improvement has been a business process re-engineering 

effort initiated in 2006 and subsequent management follow-up and refinement that continues 

today. The system provides a paperless ( electronic) inspection and investigation case file 

environment hosted through USDA's Internet services. The system allows for P&SP agent 

workflow case documentation, tracking, and reporting from case inception to completion. The 

enterprise automation has allowed the P&SP to operate more efficiently and has strengthened its 

ability to manage case milestones and significantly reduced costs involved with performing 

investigations. 

For example, in 2000, P&SP had 188 full-time employees, who worked to close a total of 

579 investigations, resulting in a total of 13 formal complaints decided by an administrative law 

judge. By comparison in 2012, P&SP had 165 full time employees, who closed 2,545 

investigative files, an increase of 440 percent over 2000. An additional 152 were closed that 

GIPSA had referred to the USDA's Office of the General Counsel, and 25 were closed after 

referral to the United States Department of Justice. Overall, the improved efficiencies and 

management capabilities resulting from the business process re-engineering have contributed to 

significant improvements in performance, and our front-line investigative operation continues to 
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improve the effectiveness of responding to individual complaints and demonstrate a presence at 

livestock markets around the country. 

In carrying out our work, GrpSA works cooperatively with our sister agencies within 

USDA, particularly with the Economic Research Service, National Agricultural Statistics 

Service, Agricultural Marketing Service, and Food Safety and Inspection Service, and with the 

Office of the General Counsel, Office of the Chief Economist and Office of the Inspector 

General. We also collaborate regularly with the Department of Justice, Commodity Futures 

Trading Commission, and other State and local law enforcement agencies with their 

investigations. 

GIPSA maintains a toll-free hotline (800-998-3447) to receive complaints and other 

communications from livestock producers, poultry growers, and other members of the industry 

or general pUblic. The hotline allows callers to voice their concerns or file a complaint 

anonymously. GIPSA responds to all received calls. 

Federal Grain Inspection Service 

GIPSA's grain inspection program facilitates the marketing of U.S. grain, oilseeds, and 

related agricultural products by providing the market with the official U.S. grading standards, as 

well as methods to assess product quality; maintaining the integrity of the marketing system by 

enforcing the U.S. Grain Standards Act (USGSA) and the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 

(AMA); and providing for America's national inspection system, a network of third-party 

Federal, State, and private laboratories that provide impartial, user-fee funded official inspection 

and weighing services under the authority of the USGSA and the AMA. In 2012, the national 

inspection system provided over 3.2 million inspections on 280 million metric tons of grain. A 

testament to GIPSA's commitment to providing outstanding service to all segments of the grain 

industry is the grain market's usage of our tenns, methods, and services to export over $43 

billion of grains and related products annually. 

GIPSA's grading standards help buyers and sellers efficiently identify the quality of grain 

and grain products and provide a common language for the trade. To ensure that U.S. standards 

for grain remain relevant, GIPSA regularly reviews the standards and seeks public input. In 

2013, GIPSA will finalize its review of the U.S. standards and testing methods for wheat to 

enhance the marketability of U.S. wheat by accurately differentiating the ability of wheat to meet 
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specific end-use needs. GIPSA, in collaboration with the wheat industry, is pursuing two major 

avenues to address the need for improved wheat functionality measurements. GIPSA is working 

to standardize Farinograph testing, the most popular method for measuring how flour dough will 

behave during processing, and to provide a rapid test of gluten viscoelastic properties to predict 

how wheat will function as flour in baking or other final processing. 

To better serve the dynamic grain marketing system, GIPSA remains attuned to changes 

in movement of U.S. grain and related products. The shipping of U.S. grain exports in 

containers has increased significantly over the last few years and, as a result, official inspections 

of containerized grain increased from 0.7 percent of total grain officially inspected at export 

locations in 2005 to 3.9 percent in 2012, over a five-fold increase. In order to accommodate the 

containerized grain trade, GIPSA has remained flexible with regard to sampling containerized 

lots and certifications procedures. To ensure that GIPSA regulations and service operations 

effectively address current and evolving market conditions, GIPSA, in 2012, completed a 

comprehensive review of the policies and procedures governing official inspection and weighing 

services for grain exported in containers. GIPSA is developing outreach material for current and 

potential buyers of U.S. grain to enhance understanding of the sampling, inspection, and 

certification processes for grain exported in containers. 

GIPSA also continues to work with exporters, importers, and other end-users of U.S. 

grain around the world to facilitate the marketing of U.S. grain in global markets. GIPSA helps 

resolve grain quality and weight discrepancies, helps other countries develop domestic grain and 

commodity standards and marketing infrastructures, assists importers in developing quality 

specifications, and, to harmonize international trade, trains foreign inspectors in U.S. inspection 

methods and procedures. These activities foster a better understanding ofthe entire U.S. grain 

marketing system and serve to enhance purchasers' confidence in U.S. grain. Ultimately, these 

efforts help move our nation's harvest to end-users around the globe. During 2012, GIPSA 

personnel met with 36 teams from 24 countries. 

In addition, GIPSA works with global partners to develop scientifically sound methods 

for identifying biotechnology-derived grains. GIPSA's Biotechnology Proficiency Program, 

initiated in 2002, enables organizations to improve their accuracy in identifying transgenic 

events for grain. Today, 160 organizations--{)ver 80 percent of which are located outside the 

U.S.-participate in the program. 
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Our continued success in fulfilling our mission of facilitating the marketing of U.S. grain 

is directly attributable to our exceptionally skilled, experienced, and dedicated workforce. 

GIPSA's FGIS continues to experiencc success using intern programs to ensure the quantity and 

quality of our current and future workforce. Seventeen new and current employees were 

selected in our first intern program that began in January 2011. Our interns were recruited from 

colleges and universities across the nation and reflect a cross section of the U.S. Individuals 

selected for the two-year internships work rotating assignments and participate in the full range 

of inspection work acquiring on-the-job experience to give them the necessary experience base. 

In 2013, FGIS anticipates that all interns will successfully complete the program to become 

Agricultural Commodity Graders responsible for a wide variety of grain inspection services. 

2014 Budget Request 

To fund important initiatives and address GIPSA's core mission responsibilities, our 

budget request for FY 2014 is $40,531,000 for salaries and expenses, and $50 million in 

spending authority for FGIS Inspection and Weighing Services. The budget includes additional 

funding to cover salary costs, for enforcement of the Packers and Stockyards Act, and for the 

Grain Program to purchase necessary grain testing equipment. 

We are requesting additional funding to strengthen direct enforcement ofthe Packers and 

Stockyards Act and promote greater voluntary compliance with the P&S Act by offsetting past 

year staff attrition. If provided, those funds would supplement GIPSA enforcement staff with 

equipment, supplies, and other support expenses needed to successfully complete their jobs. 

P&SP relies on 55 resident agents and auditors, with assigned duty stations in their homes across 

the country to conduct a large percentage of its front line regulatory inspections and 

investigations. These agents must travel, at times long distances, to conduct regulatory and 

investigative field work. Travel is an essential component of allowing GIPSA's resident agents 

to successfully perform their job functions. By providing staff with resources to travel and the 

tools (computers and high speed scanners) needed to successfully conduct their work, GIPSA 

will be able to improve industry compliance, striving for full, 100 percent compliance levels and 

in excess of our minimal level of 81 percent industry compliance with the P&S Act, consistent 

with the projected FY 2013 compliance level established in our strategic plan. Industry 

compliance can vary because ofthe continued financial pressures the regulated industry is 
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experiencing, the uncertainty induced in the measure from external factors such as economic 

conditions, the limitations on enforcement in the poultry sector, and structural changes taking 

place in the regulated industry such as shifts from spot markets to contract markets. In summary, 

the funds will assist to offset staff attrition and provide the P&SP staff with the equipment, 

supplies, and other operating expenses necessary to effectively conduct field operations to 

achieve target compliance levels in the face of increased economic pressures that have tended to 

increase regulated entities' incentives to forego compliance with the P&S Act. 

GIPSA is also requesting additional funding to purchase necessary scientific equipment 

for FGIS. To maintain the our worldwide reputation as a leader in grain quality assessment, 

GIPSA is seeking the increase for equipment necessary to continue research, development and 

implementation of objective tests for use by the rice industry. One test in development would 

measure the amount of surface lipids in rice, a factor currently measured by the rice industry but 

for which no standard means of determining measurement consistency is currently provided by 

GIPSA. The factor may also be useful as an independent and objective measure of determining 

the degree of milling in rice, a measure for which the rice industry has expressed a strong market 

need. GIPSA has made maj or strides in the last fiscal year towards development of this test, and 

is in the process of initiating a pilot in FY 2013, with plans for full implementation in FY 2014. 

However, implementation of the test will require GIPSA to procure near infrared detectors to 

perform the test at field sites. Another test in development is a systemic process for determining 

the percentage of broken kernels in rice using optical scanning. These tests are needed to replace 

the current process of visual inspection used to determine these conditions. Replacing visual 

inspections with systemic, standardized means to assess these conditions would provide greater 

stability in determining these conditions, and enhance the overall marketing environment for 

nce. 

GIPSA also seeks funding to refine and expand effective mycotoxin and pesticide residue 

testing and monitoring programs for U.S. grain exporters. These programs are essential for 

demonstrating that U.S. grain is wholesome and safer for consumption, thereby confirming the 

high value of U.S. grain commodities. Foreign governments are implementing more stringent 

controls on an increasing number of pesticide residues in addition to well established restrictions 

on levels of harmful mycotoxins such as aflatoxin. 
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Finally, OIPSA will submit legislative proposals to collect fees for the development of 

grain standards and to amend the P&S Act to provide authority to collect license fees to cover 

the cost of the program. These proposals are consistent with the overall effort to shift funding 

for programs to identifiable beneficiaries. 

Conclusion 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to share 

some of the accomplishments of our dedicated staff and to highlight our future plans to facilitate 

the marketing of U.S. agricultural products and to promote fair and competitive trading practices 

for the overall benefit of consumers and American agriculture. 

I would be pleased to address any issues or answer any questions that you may have. 
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Mr. ADERHOLT. And I also failed to mention in my opening re-
marks also that we could have a series of votes a little bit later in 
the morning. So we will just cross that bridge when we get there. 
But I don’t expect until probably another hour before that would 
be the case, so we will go ahead and proceed as normal and see 
how far we can get before votes are called for the morning. 

APHIS BUDGET REDUCTIONS

For the past several years, the APHIS budget will often include 
some reductions for programs that are typically preferred by the 
House and the Senate. The agency may come up with either across- 
the-board reductions or reduction in a particular area that helps 
offset the increase. 

In my opening statement, I referred to the fact that—about the 
authenticity of some of the budget reductions to help offset the 
costs of proposed increases. One of the particular proposed de-
creases totals $12 million and is tied to the centralized support 
services.

After so many people in Washington and even outside of Wash-
ington have spent the past 6 months talking about the short-
comings of across-the-board cuts, I want to ask why APHIS would 
decide to do something very similar by applying a $12 million re-
duction across the board in nearly all accounts. 

We will, of course, support such efforts, but please explain how 
the agency can achieve this reduction after the business process re-
engineering efforts already attempted over the past 2 or 3 years. 

Mr. AVALOS. Mr. Chairman, we definitely are operating under 
very tight budget constraints, and we have had to take many steps, 
as I mentioned in my opening statement, to cut costs and operate 
within our budget. 

But to better explain the cuts and how they were done at APHIS, 
I am going to ask our Administrator, Kevin Shea, to answer your 
question.

Mr. SHEA. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
Mr. Chairman, we have done several things over the past few 

years that truly are across-the-board. For example, we looked at 
how we did contracting, and one thing that really jumped out at 
us was simply cell phone contracts. We found out that we had 
many different contracts by our offices throughout the country, and 
by combining all those contracts, we saved $3 million. That is an 
example of how we get to $12 million. 

Also, we put a pretty strict hiring freeze in place, focused mostly 
on headquarters positions and administrative positions. So these 
are the kinds of employees who provide human resources, financial, 
those kinds of support services to the operating programs in the 
field. By reducing those kinds of positions, we saved a lot of money. 

And, also, we are saving money by reducing the number of super-
visors. Our goal is more boots on the ground serving the people in 
your State and all the States, actually carrying out inspections, 
doing surveillance, doing testing of animals. 

So that is how we get to those kinds of numbers. So we truly can 
save money by redoing contracts, reducing administrative positions, 
and things just of that nature. 
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COST-SHARE/COOPERATOR FUNDING

Mr. ADERHOLT. Also, proposed reductions for a number of ac-
counts are the result of a requirement for more cost-share on be-
half of the beneficiaries. However, the agency lacks consistency 
when applying this principle. Some programs require more cost- 
share, while other programs require the Federal Government to 
foot the entire bill for a service. 

Mr. Under Secretary, could you talk about the administration’s 
policy on that? 

Mr. AVALOS. Let me see if I understand your question correctly. 
Are you saying that we are asking for cooperator funding for some 
programs and not for other programs? 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Yeah. The agency lacks consistency in applying 
the principle of proposed cuts for a number of accounts, and some 
programs require more cost-share while other programs require the 
Federal Government to foot the entire bill for a service. And what 
is the overall policy regarding that? 

Mr. AVALOS. First of all, on the budget cuts, you know, we did 
have to go across the board. It was required. Once we got into the 
specific agency, like at APHIS, APHIS took the initiative to—and 
they have been doing this for quite some time—to prioritize the 
programs that they have and tie them into the core mission and 
tie them into demand at that time. And using that criteria is how 
they determined how they would fund. 

Certainly, across the board—I am going to ask Mr. Shea to better 
answer this question, but I do know that, like, for example, in 
Wildlife Services, a lot of the service we provide is through coop-
erator funding. And it varies from program within Wildlife Serv-
ices, and it varies from State to State. 

And so, anyway, I am going to turn it over to Mr. Shea and have 
him continue with the answer. 

Mr. SHEA. We look at a number of criteria in trying to determine 
what the cost share is. In a really ideal world, we would probably 
like a 50–50 cost-share on most programs, and that could be a cost- 
share with both industry and States. 

But it also depends on just what the status of the pest or disease 
is. For example, when the pest or disease first comes in the coun-
try, we assume a larger share of the cost while the State has time 
and the industry has time to identify more resources to help us 
with that. So that is one criteria we might bring into play. 

Another is just how widespread the pest or disease might be. The 
more likely that a pest or disease will spread to another State, the 
more likely we will have a higher share of the cost. 

It is possible that sometimes a State could have a pest show up 
but not have a huge interest in that pest because they may not 
have that kind of agriculture in their State that the pest harms. 
And so, in those cases, we might take a larger share of the cost. 

So there are any number of things that go into it. And we would 
ideally, however, certainly like to share cost on most programs. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. I see my time is up. 
Mr. Farr. 
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LIGHT BROWN APPLEMOTH

Mr. FARR. Yeah, I want to follow up with LBAM on that, but I 
want to, first of all, get into the fact that the IG really blasted your 
agency.

I mean, we appropriate hundreds of millions of dollars. You have 
the responsibility of eradicating invasive species. You also get some 
money from the Commodity Credit Corporation to fight invasive 
pests. But the USDA’s Inspector General last August found that 90 
percent of the surveys that APHIS undertook did not result in the 
seizure or trace-back of a prohibited product and that APHIS did 
not take action to stop further shipments in 96 percent of the sur-
veys that did result in seizure and trace-back. I mean, those figures 
are shocking. 

And I understand you took the IG’s recommendations to heart, 
but I want to know, how did it get so bad in the first place? I mean, 
who fell asleep at the switch to allow that kind of a—I mean, just, 
you wonder why the agency has been funded, when you have that 
kind of a problem. 

Mr. SHEA. Mr. Farr, that particular OIG report focused on one 
component of APHIS, our interdiction team. And this is a group 
that tries to go back and find out pathways. How did a particular 
pest get into the country? How did a material that was not sup-
posed to be entered get into the country? 

And, frankly, my review of the subject after OIG brought it to my 
attention was that we simply were doing things the same old way, 
following the same old methods that we had done in the past, and 
we needed to change. And when the OIG points that out to me, I 
take it to heart and we do work on it. And so—— 

Mr. FARR. You mean all those years, it was 90 percent? 
Mr. SHEA. Well, that group has only been in place as such for 

the last 5 to 10 years, so it is not a group that had been in place 
forever in APHIS. 

And, again, the report was focused on that group’s work. It didn’t 
really focus on the number of pests that get into the country or how 
we follow those up. It focused on this one group that focused on 
plant pests. 

But I certainly take their report to heart, and we are going to 
fix it. 

Mr. FARR. Did this result because of the change in management, 
essentially shifting a lot of that responsibility to Homeland Secu-
rity; therefore, as people said, they were more interested in looking 
for dope than they were for—or drugs rather than bugs? 

Mr. SHEA. No, I can’t at all lay this at the feet of CBP. This was 
an internal APHIS group involved that was doing this work. Now, 
they have to work with CBP to get information, but I have no rea-
son whatsoever to cast any aspersions on CBP’s role in this. This 
is our problem, our problem to solve. 

Mr. FARR. Have you plugged the hole? 
Mr. SHEA. I believe we have, sir. 
Mr. FARR. Okay. 
Let me ask you, you know, I represent an area that has been di-

agnosed—diagnosed, I guess—where we have found light brown 
apple moth, better known as LBAM. This was, like, a big no-no. We 
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told all these countries, we don’t want anything in this country 
that has LBAM on it, don’t send it to us. Now we have it. We did 
the war on LBAM, and we lost. I mean, it is in many counties in 
California, big ag counties. 

The Department is pulling back, as you indicated. You sort of 
shift these things to the State. But, I mean, you haven’t paid the 
attention that this is—we don’t think we are going to be able to 
eradicate it. Most growers say it has probably been here a lot 
longer than anybody ever thought and it really hasn’t done that 
much of a damage. The problem is, they are growing in those coun-
ties that want to ship to other States and to other countries. And 
it seems like the feds have dropped the ball and, you know, still 
sort of quarantine counties, but you are on your own. 

And either we have to delist LBAM, which might not be a bad 
idea, or, more importantly, you are going to have to help these 
counties get their products into other States and other—because we 
grow, you know, 85 different crops in this area, so it is not like we 
are just growing 1 thing. But the counties are quarantined, obvi-
ously, these counties, dozens of them in California. 

How are we going to handle this? 
Mr. SHEA. Mr. Farr, our goal is your goal, and that is to eventu-

ally make it so that other countries and other States will accept 
products from that area despite the presence of LBAM. 

We have already made a lot of progress in that area. For exam-
ple, we just finished a lot of studies that will prove, we hope, to 
Canada and Mexico and to the other States that strawberries don’t 
spread light brown apple moth. They don’t spread them because of 
the way they are picked and shipped. The moth won’t be on the 
berry.

Mr. FARR. What about nursery stock? 
Mr. SHEA. Nursery stock is a more likely transmission route. 
Mr. FARR. Uh-huh. 
Mr. SHEA. But, as you said, light brown apple moth has not 

spread as rapidly as we feared. It has not caused as much damage 
as we feared. 

There are a lot of reasons for that. One, a lot of growers sprayed 
their lands. That probably held the populations down. And one of 
the things that made us fear light brown apple moth the most was 
that it had such a wide host range, over 2,000 hosts. And that, 
ironically, may have helped, because it spread the pest around a 
little bit, and it doesn’t latch on to any particular product, like, say, 
medflies would to citrus. 

Mr. FARR. We will continue this. My time has run out, but I 
want to ask some more questions. And then I want to have you 
come into my office and really drill down into some specifics, be-
cause it is still very problematic. 

Mr. SHEA. I would be happy to do that, because we definitely are 
on the path that you want us to be on. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Okay. Mr. Nunnelee. 

BOLL WEEVIL AND PINK BOLLWORM

Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Avalos, you may remember, although I wouldn’t have any 

reason to expect you to remember, a conversation we had last year 
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concerning boll weevil and the pink bollworm. In fact, this was the 
conversation in which Ms. Lummis thought I kept saying the 
‘‘paintball worm,’’ because she couldn’t understand my Mississippi 
language.

But we talked about the eradication of those pests in the Rio 
Grande Valley, and my concern was that if we didn’t deal with 
them in the Rio Grande Valley, they would spread east of the Mis-
sissippi. And we concluded our conversation by saying that I looked 
forward to hearing about success stories when you came back next 
year.

Well, I notice your budget for this particular program is cut al-
most in half. And I presume that is because we have had success 
in the Rio Grande Valley, and I just want to hear your success sto-
ries.

Mr. AVALOS. Congressman, first, before I answer your question, 
I just have to tell you this. Back in my old marketing days, in Mis-
sissippi the marketing slogan was ‘‘Make Mine Mississippi.’’ 

Mr. NUNNELEE. That is right. 
Mr. AVALOS. And every time I see you, I remember that. 
Mr. NUNNELEE. Good. And we have a lot of agriculture that we 

do ‘‘Make Mine Mississippi.’’ 
Mr. AVALOS. Absolutely. 
Anyway, the boll weevil success story. We have pretty much 

eradicated the boll weevil from this country. We have a little bit 
of a presence down in Texas along the border, along the state of 
Tamaulipas on the Mexican side. 

And we have continued some work in Mexico trying to control 
the pest on the Mexican side so it doesn’t come over to the U.S. 
side. In fact, a lot of the cotton production in Tamaulipas has 
moved more toward the interior of the country. 

So, for that reason, we were able to see this as a success story 
and cut the funding for the boll weevil program. 

BIOTECHNOLOGY REGULATORY PROCESS REFORM

Mr. NUNNELEE. Great. Thank you for that work. 
Let me shift gears a little bit, concerning the importance of 

biotech in the ag sector. Last year we also discussed the lag time 
about reports that were supposed to be completed within 6 months 
and these were taking as long as 5 and 6 years. And you talked 
about efficiencies that would be implemented that would help with 
that backlog and would take the approval process from 3 to 5 years 
to just a little over a year. 

The agency did receive an increase in funding in order to help 
meet that goal, but despite that funding increase, it seems moving 
anything through the regulatory process continues to be very slow. 
And there doesn’t seem to be anything that shows concrete im-
provements in reducing these timelines. 

So I just want to know, when are we going to see improvement 
in this area? 

Mr. AVALOS. Congressman, I am going to assure you that process 
improvement, creating efficiencies continues to be a priority at 
USDA.
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On the biotech issues, I am going to ask Mr. Shea to maybe 
share some of the things they have done to increase efficiency and 
to shorten that timeline. 

Mr. SHEA. Thanks. 
We are seeing progress already. The most important thing we did 

in reforming our process was to assign time frames to each step in 
it. You know, it is sort of like everyone understands the long-range 
part of a program, but there are so many steps in between that un-
less you put firm guidelines and deadlines on each step, you have 
a problem. 

So since we implemented this, the first step of the process, which 
is for us to receive a petition from a company, work with them to 
make sure it is complete, that process used to take as much as a 
year. And we have already completed most of those within 90 days 
on the petitions that have gone into the new process. 

So we are already seeing lots of progress on the front end, and 
we are certainly hoping that the other steps will follow in line. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. Well, we are interested in having an effective ap-
proval process but also an efficient one. 

Mr. SHEA. Yes. 
Mr. NUNNELEE. So, with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. DeLauro. 
Ms. DELAURO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
And I want to welcome everyone here today and thank you for 

your testimony. 
Under Secretary Avalos, let me say thank you to you for your 

hard work on ensuring a fair and transparent market for American 
producers and through the enforcing of the Packers and Stockyards 
Act. I also want to thank you and the team, your team, for the 
quick action and clear communication related to the emerald ash 
borer in my home State of Connecticut. I really appreciate that a 
lot.

I continue to oppose the administration’s elimination of the 
Microbiological Data Program. The work carried out by this pro-
gram has been nothing short of critical to ensuring consumer con-
fidence in the safety of produce. The program has been critical to 
building State capacity for routine pathogen testing and provided 
nearly 90 percent of all available data related to bacterial patho-
gens of fruit and vegetables. 

It is simply unacceptable for this program to slip through the 
cracks and for us to lose this type of data. So I certainly hope the 
administration does not now look at the Pesticide Data Program 
through a similar lens. And we will be watching that carefully. 

When I read the testimonies for today, I was struck by how much 
you are accomplishing with significantly less. But I worry that we 
are now past the point of doing more with less and instead doing 
less with less, a direct consequence of sequestration and lower 
spending.

For example, you are reducing Federal funds for the emerald ash 
borer, and the justification notes that that, and I quote, ‘‘if coopera-
tors cannot increase their contributions, APHIS will further reduce 
EAB activities, impacting APHIS’s ability,’’ et cetera. As I dis-
cussed with Secretary Vilsack, the impact of our spending reduc-
tions are going to be felt in communities across the country. 
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TRADE EXPORT DISPUTES

Let me get to a question that I have, Mr. Secretary. And I am 
going to ask, since there isn’t anybody here at the moment, if I 
could get the Secretary to answer this next question, and then I 
wanted to address it again, as well. I will try to move quickly. 

Mr. Under Secretary, I would like to talk about trade for a mo-
ment. Your testimony mentions that your staff resolved more than 
200 SPS disputes in fiscal year 2012. Can you tell me about the 
current process for resolving SPS disputes? Particularly, what are 
the strengths of this system? 

Mr. AVALOS. Well, Congresswoman, thank you for the question 
on trade, because I want to emphasize that exports are a priority 
for the Administration, and APHIS plays a very, very important 
role in facilitating this trade. 

Ms. DELAURO. Uh-huh. 
Mr. AVALOS. You know, we live in a world today of free-trade 

agreements and trading with so many different countries, but, in 
reality, APHIS, through sanitary and phytosanitary issues, plays a 
very, very important role. And so many countries today will use 
sanitary and phytosanitary issues to restrict trade, they use them 
as a trade barrier. 

So, anyway, I am going to let Mr. Shea—— 
Ms. DELAURO. But the issue is current process for resolving SPS 

disputes and particularly the strengths of the system. 
Mr. AVALOS. Okay. To make sure we get your question answered 

correctly, I am going to ask Mr. Shea to answer that for you. 
Ms. DELAURO. Okay. 
Mr. SHEA. Thank you. 
You know, the chairman earlier mentioned the fact that there 

are all misters here at the table today and yesterday there were 
all doctors. Or Mr. Farr maybe mentioned that. And the strength, 
I think, of the current process is that there are scientists and tech-
nical folks talking to each other country to country. So our Chief 
Veterinary Officer talks to the Chief Veterinary Officer for Russia 
or China or any country. 

And that is the real strength of it, that we are exchanging sci-
entific technical information. And I think, that way, we focus on 
the science and the technology. Certainly, there is a place for all 
the other trade considerations, and someone else does that. But we 
focus on the science and technology, on the risk. 

Because usually what it amounts to is convincing another coun-
try that our products do not pose a disease or pest risk to them, 
or for us to make it clear to another country that their products 
do pose a pest/disease risk to us. So I think that is the great 
strength of it. 

Ms. DELAURO. So it sounds to me like, from both your perspec-
tive and the Under Secretary’s perspective, that we have a system 
that meets both of our trade and our public health goals. Is 
that——

Mr. SHEA. We find that it works for us. Of course, sometimes the 
process takes longer than we would like it to. 

Ms. DELAURO. Okay. But we have a system in place which we 
really do believe has strengths. 
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Look, I have serious concerns about the binding dispute resolu-
tion. And I talked with Secretary Vilsack about this at our hearing. 
And a binding dispute resolution for SPS standards presents a very 
real threat, in my view, to the substance of our food safety stand-
ards.

You made reference to scientists talking to scientists and coming 
to a conclusion based on the science of the issue. This proposal 
would clearly threaten, in my view, the animal and plant health 
standards that are critical to the productivity of American agri-
culture if we accept something that is less than the standard that 
we believe, based on the science, needs to be done for our domestic 
purposes.

The integrity of the standards is imperative to consumers as well 
as to producers. Americans want to know that their food is safe, 
that we are protecting the health of our national herd and our 
plant stock. Trade and exports are important, I understand that. 
But, as I said to the Secretary, they should not trump the public 
health and something that I believe the binding dispute process 
would clearly enable. 

Thank you for allowing me to go further, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. Pingree. 
Ms. PINGREE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. 
Thank you to the panel. I apologize for not being able to hear 

your earlier testimony, and I will look forward to catching up and 
learning more about what was done previously. But, first, I want 
to make a little statement, and then I have a question. 

First, again, thank you to the Under Secretary for your time here 
today.

When we were lucky enough to have Secretary Vilsack in here 
just earlier, we had a very positive exchange about some of the 
work your agency has done in recent years to curb some of the 
most egregious practices in the livestock and poultry sectors. As I 
said to him earlier this week, I personally believe that the consoli-
dation of these markets, as well as vertical integration and the in-
crease of our one-sided, take-it-or-leave-it production contracts, is 
cause for great concern about the impacts on farmers and their 
communities.

So I just want to thank you for the work that has already been 
done to this point and just have it on the record that it is my hope 
that the USDA will be permitted to proceed with those rules to ad-
dress some of the most abusive practices in these sectors. 

I am going to go on to just another topic about that. So I just 
wanted to have that out there for the record. 

So I want to talk to you a little bit about local food and aggrega-
tion and distribution. That is a big interest of mine. I know that 
much of the work that is done at the USDA on local and regional 
food systems is at the AMS. And I thank you for all the progress 
that has been made so far. 

The expansion of local and regional food systems supports em-
ployment, generates income, bolsters economic growth in rural 
communities. And I think that is one thing that you guys clearly 
recognize. It certainly has become a critical issue in my home State 
of Maine, where I love to say the fact that the average age of our 
farmers is going down, the number of farms under cultivation is 
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going up, the opportunities for finding new markets—which, as I 
understand, some of these new markets account for over $5 billion 
annually across the country, and we are reflective of that. 

So local food sale is no longer a niche market. It is increasingly 
where people are seeing opportunities to use their farmland, to 
come onto farmland. And I think they warrant real examination 
and support. 

One of the biggest challenges are the holes in the supply chain. 
And problems with distribution and aggregation are the most com-
mon issues that I hear about, talking to farmers about the hurdles 
they experience getting their local food to consumers. 

Again, coming from the State of Maine that had a rich agricul-
tural history, has gone through a real downtown but is now seeing 
this expansion again, even I am old enough to remember when 
there was a canning facility or a bean-drying facility or a wareage 
storehouse or a trucking place. There were great opportunities for 
farmers even just 50 years ago, many of which have been lost, and 
lost in that infrastructure. And in rural areas, these can be really 
complicated problems, because the world has moved on and things 
are somewhat different today. 

TRANSPORTATION AND MARKET DEVELOPMENT BUDGET REQUEST

But I was really encouraged to see that there is $4.3 million in 
the President’s budget in transportation and marketing develop-
ment to start to look at these problems in greater detail. I think 
it is an area for great potential growth, not just in my State, but 
really this is happening everywhere, and it is a place of real need 
across the country. 

So I would just like to hear you talk a little bit about how AMS 
could use this funding that is proposed in the budget. With such 
great need, how are you going to prioritize the projects? And just 
hear a little more about it. 

Mr. AVALOS. Congresswoman, thank you for bringing up this 
component of our budget increase, because it really is extremely 
important, not just to AMS, but to so many small, midsized pro-
ducers all over the country. 

The core mission at AMS really involves all sectors of agri-
culture, from the large producers, small producers, conventional, 
organic, and really involves all components of getting the product 
from the farm to the consumer, the whole supply chain, including 
your shipper, your packer, your processor, your distributor, your 
wholesaler, and your retailer. And with this funding request in 
2014, that is what we are trying to address. We need to find a way 
that we can get that small, midsized producer and get his product 
into local and regional markets. 

Having said that, I am going to ask Mr. Shipman, our AMS Ad-
ministrator, to expand how they visualize using this funding and 
what they are trying to accomplish with this money. 

Ms. PINGREE. Great. 
Mr. SHIPMAN. Thank you, Mr. Under Secretary. 
Facilitating marketing is a real core part of our operation at 

AMS. And, again, whether it is small, big, large, biotech, conven-
tional, organic, we are in the business of trying to facilitate mar-
keting. And that is what we—we look at this segment now that you 
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just mentioned and went through and identified. We look at that 
as something that we really want to look at and work on. 

So what some of the things that we are going to be doing is we 
want to build greater information and make that information very 
transparent so that folks that are interested in getting involved in 
this, building business plans, have the resources that they can go 
out and they can get the capital that they need to actually enter 
into this marketplace. 

So having transparent information available in terms of how do 
you aggregate the sources so that you meet that demand, that de-
mand of a local restaurant that needs to know what supplies are 
available locally or regionally, what is the quality of it, how do you 
aggregate it from multiple farms and efficiently get it to that loca-
tion on a dependable source. So we are going to be looking at that. 

We will be looking wholesale markets. There are wholesale mar-
kets out there right now that have available capacity, okay, that 
they are not necessarily using for this particular supply chain. Or 
there may be wholesale markets that already are moving local, re-
gional food through, but not necessarily identifying it and extract-
ing that extra value that could be there for the producers. 

Ms. PINGREE. Uh-huh. 
Mr. SHIPMAN. So some of this will be done through grants that 

we will be proposing in a competitive grant process. Some of it will 
be reimbursable or cooperative agreements with universities, insti-
tutions that do research. Again, making sure that all that informa-
tion that is gathered is transparent and available to everybody in 
the market chain. And then really identifying best practices so that 
something that may be working in Maine we can transport and use 
in Virginia or some other part of the country. 

So that is generally what we are going to be looking at. 
Ms. PINGREE. Great. Well, my time has run out, but I appreciate 

your thoughts. And I am sure we will follow up on that conversa-
tion when we get a chance. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Ms. Pingree. 

OVERSEAS TECHNICAL AND TRADE OPERATIONS REDUCTION

I wanted to follow up a little bit on the U.S. trade aspect of it 
that has already been mentioned briefly. But, of course, APHIS is 
the lead USDA agency for fighting nontariff trade barriers overseas 
and helping U.S. exporters to open up markets. 

Toward the beginning of your written testimony, Mr. Under Sec-
retary, you note that the administration is strongly committed to 
programs that create jobs and expand markets. Further on in your 
testimony, you go on to say that APHIS resolved the 207 sanitary 
and phytosanitary trade issue in fiscal year 2012, including open-
ing, retaining, and expanding existing markets for U.S. agricul-
tural products valued at $2.56 billion. 

With these few data points alone, USDA makes a case for apply-
ing more of our limited Federal resources to resolve nontariff trade 
barriers, open markets, and create more jobs. What I wanted you 
to talk about a little bit is why USDA’s decision would propose a 
decrease of nearly half a million dollars for overseas technical and 
trade operations in fiscal year 2014, especially when steady fund-
ing or increased funding could contribute toward jobs. 
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Mr. AVALOS. Mr. Chairman, again, I want to emphasize that ex-
ports are a priority for the Administration. Last year, we had the 
second-highest record on exports of $136 billion, and APHIS plays 
a very, very important role. As I mentioned earlier, as we move for-
ward with free-trade agreements and trading with so many dif-
ferent countries, the phytosanitary-sanitary issue becomes very, 
very important. 

But before I get into answering your question, you know, we are 
all talking about exports and we are giving this big figure of $136 
billion, but I just wanted to take this opportunity to recognize the 
number-one reason we are successful, and that would be the pro-
ducer—the producer that puts together either a fruit, a vegetable, 
a feed grain, a commodity, a livestock meat product that the whole 
world wants to buy. And they are the number-one reason that we 
are so successful in the international arena. Now, APHIS, we play 
a small but a very, very important role in facilitating that trade. 

But to expand on my answer, I am going to ask Mr. Shea to help 
me. Thank you. 

Mr. SHEA. Mr. Chairman, that reduction would not go to any of 
our work reducing trade barriers. This reduction has to do with 
some funds we provided to Central American and South American 
countries to fight against foot and mouth disease and other foreign 
animal diseases. 

So we provided them funds to help build their capacity, to teach 
them, train them in how to fight these diseases. So that is where 
the reduction would come from, not from the work that our 
attachés do in other countries and that our folks here at head-
quarters who negotiate with other countries. It would not affect 
that.

LACEY ACT REQUIREMENTS

Mr. ADERHOLT. Once again, USDA has proposed a decrease in 
funding for trade and technical assistance but proposed an increase 
of $725,000 for Lacey Act activities. The Lacey Act, of course, 
amend amendments where it is involved to address illegal logging 
in foreign countries. 

A question we would have is USDA’s proposal to cut core mission 
activities, such as technical trade operations, while asking to in-
crease funding for illegal logging in foreign countries. And, you 
know, you may want to expand on that from what your answer was 
just a minute ago. 

Mr. SHEA. Mr. Chairman, as far as the Lacey Act is concerned, 
we have a very prescribed role in that and a very limited one. And 
we designed the form that folks have to fill out declaring what 
their product is, how much plant product it may contain, where it 
came from. We collect those forms and keep them in a repository. 

It is a really limited role, but one that costs money. And it is re-
quired by the Farm Bill from 2008. We are a relatively minor play-
er in that Lacey Act enforcement. The bigger role goes to the Inte-
rior Department and Justice Department. But we have this piece 
of it, and we need some more money to carry that role out. 
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FREE TRADE AGREEMENTS

Mr. ADERHOLT. What role does the MRP mission area have in 
the technical support of the two ongoing free-trade agreements, the 
Trans-Pacific Partnership and the Transatlantic Trade and Invest-
ment Partnership? 

Mr. AVALOS. Our role in those initiatives are in sanitary and 
phytosanitary issues. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Okay. All right. I see my time has expired. 
Mr. Farr. 
Mr. FARR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Shea, I would like to have you come to my office, and I am 

going to submit a whole bunch of questions for you. But I just 
wanted to point out that the LBAM pest has been established in 
California for a number of years, and I think what the Department 
ought to do is conduct a new risk assessment. And it seems that 
the pest hasn’t really developed any serious problems with any 
crops, with the exception, perhaps, of organic berries. So when you 
come in, let’s see what we can do to do that. 

And I had a lot of other questions about what you can do to help 
those crops that are grown in the quarantined counties or the af-
fected counties. But I don’t want to take up all that time. 

I do want to thank APHIS. You did a marvelous thing, and I 
want to compliment you on it. I have long, even before I got to Con-
gress, fought this puppy-mill production of puppies in cages like 
chickens, and then just every time they are in heat, they breed 
them and sell them at puppy stores. And we closed it all down in 
California, but there was a loophole that people found, and that is 
that they could sell them on the Internet. 

And there was a bill in Congress, and as we introduced it, you 
took the administrative action to close that down, and I want to 
thank you for your efforts. You saved us having to do a whole piece 
of legislation. And I think you did the thing which you are sup-
posed to do, and I want to publically acknowledge your leadership 
in that. I thank you very much. 

NATIONAL ORGANIC PROGRAM

You know, I also authored in California the organic legislation 
that Leahy authored here—in fact, he took it from the California 
model—and then worked to get the rules implemented for organic 
agriculture here, and I have been following it. So we have seen in-
credible growth since the Department adopted the rules. 

And yet we have seen the growth also slow down in the last year 
or 2, because USDA’s strategic plan includes a performance objec-
tive to increase the number of certified operations to 20,000 by 
2015. That is not why it slowed down, but that was your goal, and 
I applaud you for that. But what I have heard is some of the small 
growers are leaving the USDA National Organic Program because 
of the burdensome cost and paperwork associated with the certifi-
cation.

What is the USDA doing to streamline the program to ensure a 
diverse size and scope of operations are able to participate in NOP 
and meet the USDA growth objectives for the organic sector, that 
is, building 20,000 certified growers by 2015? 
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Mr. AVALOS. Congressman, first, you are exactly right, the or-
ganic industry has grown tremendously and continues to be one of 
the fastest-growing sectors in the food industry. But as we move 
forward and we work to maintain consumer confidence in that ‘‘or-
ganic’’ label and to protect the integrity of the ‘‘organic’’ label, 
many times there are some hardships, some obstacles that are in 
front of us, especially the smaller producers. 

And I am going to ask Mr. Shipman to explain some of those ob-
stacles, perhaps, and maybe see how we are addressing that con-
cern.

Mr. FARR. Well, I think the concern here is how do the smaller 
growers, who may not have the resources to pay the costs and do 
all the background information that is necessary for certification— 
the regulatory process is growing exponentially, and so is the cost. 

Mr. AVALOS. I will ask Mr. Shipman to help me answer that 
question.

Mr. SHIPMAN. Thank you, Mr. Under Secretary. 
We initiated a program just this year, what we are calling Sound 

and Sensible. We heard the same thing; we had the same concerns 
that entry into the market was becoming more difficult as we de-
veloped the regulations around the program. And having the regu-
lations has been very important to maintain that integrity in the 
label, but we recognize that entry was more difficult. 

So we initiated and launched a program that we call Sound and 
Sensible. Part of it is working with all of the certifying agents, the 
85 certifying agents, to make sure that when they go out to a cer-
tified operation and do their audits that they are using common 
sense. And we had a meeting just last month down in Florida with 
all the certifiers and started that process of really looking at what 
is the barrier, what are some of the problems that are occurring 
that are making it more difficult for operations. 

So we are looking at it from an auditing standpoint, and we are 
also looking at how can we make it more affordable and accessible 
to get into the system and stay in the system. 

Mr. FARR. Do you set the fees, or does the certifying organization 
set the fees? 

Mr. SHIPMAN. The certifying organization sets the fees. 
Mr. FARR. And they are collecting fees to pay for the administra-

tive costs—— 
Mr. SHIPMAN. Correct. 
Mr. FARR [continuing]. And then some. 
Mr. SHIPMAN. Right. 
Mr. FARR. So we have to keep a cap on those. 
Mr. SHIPMAN. Okay. 
Mr. FARR. All right. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. DeLauro. 
Ms. DELAURO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
First, let me associate myself with Ms. Pingree’s remarks on fair-

ness for American producers. 
Based on some of the concerns discussed today and my belief 

that we must continue the Microbiological Data Program, it sounds 
like we should take a serious look at the Animal Disease 
Traceability Program. I can think of several places in your mission 
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area, like the MDP, where the $5 million increase that you are re-
questing could be better spent. 

Let me say why. I have been involved in this issue since 2004, 
where, if I am correct, the objective was to decrease the amount of 
time needed to complete tracing animals. And I fought long and 
hard to see that that was going to happen. Unfortunately, where 
we now are at with this program is—what I am reading here in 
the background is, ‘‘The new approach, while advancing 
traceability for disease response’’—we have gone from using the 
standard in the performance measure from 48 hours in traceability 
to down to ‘‘advancing.’’ 

I suggest that this program is really of not very much use in 
terms of what we need to do. And let’s take that $5 million and, 
in my instance, let’s go to the Microbiological Data Program, which 
gives us real information when we are trying to track down patho-
gens in terms of saving people’s lives. This $5 million is, in my 
view, useless in terms of the goal of achieving a 48-hour trace-back. 
You cannot meet that standard. You are not going to meet that 
standard.

SHELL EGG VIOLATIONS REPORTING

Let me move to questions about the USDA OIG audit on the 
USDA controls over shell egg inspections. The IG found some 
alarming disconnections within USDA and between USDA and the 
FDA. I was especially taken by the IG’s observation that USDA 
personnel are often the only Federal officials who are in a position 
to be aware of potential safety issues at laying barns, but those 
same officials, quote, ‘‘are not under any obligation to report poten-
tial violations.’’ 

What have you done since the audit to improve communication 
with FSIS and FDA? What have you done to ensure that AMS does 
not apply the USDA grade mark to unsafe eggs? 

Mr. AVALOS. Congresswoman, first, I want to say that we did 
take to the report very serious, and we made some changes to ad-
dress their concern. 

I want to ask Mr. Shipman to answer your question. 
Ms. DELAURO. Thank you very much. 
Mr. SHIPMAN. Since that audit report and a couple others too, we 

have actually established a new cooperative agreement, or a reim-
bursable agreement, MOU, with FDA. And as part of that, we put 
in place an actual reporting system, okay, so that when our inspec-
tors in the field identify something that is inconsistent with FDA 
requirements, that day they actually put it into a system, an auto-
mated system; it goes to FDA. 

And we can look at the system to find out what has FDA done 
with that information. If we find that there is no response, we can 
loop back. So it is a closed loop. In the past, information would flow 
one way, and you wouldn’t understand what the reaction was. So 
that is probably the most important—— 

Ms. DELAURO. But we are reporting the violations now. 
Mr. SHIPMAN. Yes. 
Ms. DELAURO. Okay. 
Mr. SHIPMAN. They are reporting, and we are following up. 
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The other thing that I would like to clarify, though, is when you 
go to a poultry facility, our folks are in the packing area, okay. 
Many times, they don’t even go—aren’t allowed to go into the 
barns, for reasons of biological control. We are looking at the pro-
duction of the eggs as they are coming out, and we are in the pack-
ing facilities, not necessarily in the barns. 

When we do go in the barns, on occasion, if there is something 
that is inconsistent with FDA requirements, again, it gets reported 
into this new system that has been established. 

SHELL EGG REPORTING

Ms. DELAURO. And I just was handed a piece of information that 
said that the weakness was—such as SE stereotyping, are vol-
untary, and they are not under any obligation to report potential 
violations.

Are we still dealing with voluntary considerations here rather 
than some sort of a mandatory effort in terms of reporting informa-
tion? Are we dealing with having a mandatory standard which 
then has to be reported versus a voluntary and you can do it or 
you don’t have to do it? 

Mr. SHIPMAN. In terms of the SE testing? 
Ms. DELAURO. Yes. 
Mr. SHIPMAN. Okay. That falls under the FDA requirements. 

Okay, so in terms of the SE testing and the reporting to FDA—— 
Ms. DELAURO. I have to ask them? 
Mr. SHIPMAN [continuing]. You will have—it falls under FDA. 
Ms. DELAURO. Okay. 
Now, Mr. Chairman, you haven’t heard me comment on this be-

fore, but I think that this is one of the clearest examples of why 
we need to have a single food safety agency. No one, Mr. Chair-
man, no one has the ultimate responsibility overall for food safety 
in the Federal Government. We have 15 agencies that have some 
piece of the safety of our food. And USDA and FDA have the lion’s 
share of that effort. 

But here we are, trying to come to some policy of safety in terms 
of eggs, and we have two agencies that have jurisdiction and one 
agency—don’t answer the questions for the other agency and back 
and forth, instead of where we can get a single determination, if 
there is something wrong, that the single agency can focus on it 
and get the thing resolved one way or another. 

Mr. Shipman. 
Mr. SHIPMAN. Let me just add one thing. 
Ms. DELAURO. Sure. 
Mr. SHIPMAN. FDA is the agency that requires the facilities to do 

the SE testing in the barns. Okay. If they get a positive test result 
in the barns, they do notify us so that we know that—— 

Ms. DELAURO. But they are not required. According to this, it is 
voluntary. You do not have to deal with that. 

And I am sorry, Mr. Chairman. My time is up. My time is up, 
but——

Mr. SHIPMAN. Okay. We require them to give us that information 
as part of the contract that we have with them to grade their eggs. 
Under a voluntary grading program, if they want our services, they 
have to provide us with that information. 
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But you are correct, if they are not asking for our voluntary 
grading services, then they do not have to provide that information 
to us. 

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you very much, Mr. Shipman. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. Pingree. 
Ms. PINGREE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
A think a couple of these things we have been around about a 

little bit, so I will throw two topics out there, Mr. Under Secretary, 
and just get your comments. 

I think you were talking a little bit before about invasive species, 
which is a growing concern, of course. And particularly in the 
Northeast, I seem to hear increasingly about Drosophila, the 
invasive fruit fly species that is turning a lot of our valuable berry 
crops into empty shells of fruit. 

So there are a lot of people coping with that in our forest prod-
ucts industry, our farming industry. And I was disappointed to see 
a $27 million reduction in the President’s budget for plant and for-
est health in a time when I think it is critical and particularly 
when people are looking for new ways to take care of pest prob-
lems.

NATIONAL ORGANIC PROGRAM

Which leads me into a little bit into the thing you talked a little 
bit about with the ranking member, the National Organic Program. 
So people are looking for solutions, lots of different solutions. And 
we talked a little bit about how critical this program is, again, 
what a growing market it is. A lot of the growth, in everything 
from dairying to fruits and vegetables, in our State has come be-
cause of the organic program, the ability for organic certification. 

And I know there is, you know, a little bit of a balance in not 
making it too bureaucratic but making it a dependable and trust-
worthy label. I own an organic farm myself, so I know all too well 
what you pay and what you go through to be sure you are certified 
and why you can’t screw up. 

But, that said, I am pleased to see there is a $2 million increase 
in this part of the National Organic Program. So I would just like 
to know a little bit more about what the plans are for doing with 
that, how to make it more useful to the farmers, and how to make 
sure that we are really being careful and protecting this label, be-
cause it means a lot. It is very expensive to the producers who are 
in it to comply with the laws to buy organic feed or whatever com-
ponents you need to do what you are doing, and we certainly don’t 
want the label ever not there. 

So those are my two, kind of, topics. 
Mr. AVALOS. Congresswoman, on the organics, where there is 

substantial growth and continued growth, the responsibility and 
the requirements for our service at USDA also grows. In order to 
maintain that confidence in the label and maintain that integrity 
in that ‘‘organic’’ label, we have to continue the enforcement and 
compliance. So this funding request, this additional request, is pri-
marily for enforcement and compliance. 

We are asking for a small portion of that to pursue equivalency 
agreements with several countries. We have one now with the Eu-
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ropean Union, but we are looking at developing equivalency agree-
ments with countries like Germany, India, Korea, and Costa Rica. 

Ms. PINGREE. Did you say we have one with the EU? 
Mr. AVALOS. We do, yes. 
Mr. Shipman, is there anything you want to expand on that? 
Mr. SHIPMAN. I would just add that, in the past year, the com-

plaints that we have received have increased 54 percent. I think 
the reason for that—we are attributing the reason to that is that 
people are seeing that we actually are serious and we are enforcing 
the requirements. The market is expanding. These complaints come 
in from competitors in the marketplace; they come in from some of 
the certifying agencies. And if we are not able to keep up with that 
workload that is coming in, I think we run the risk of the integrity 
of that label degrading. So that is a big reason why we are request-
ing the additional funding. 

And then we do get into the international market. We have a 
number of countries, as the Under Secretary said, asking for 
equivalency agreements, to enter into negotiations. And that takes 
time, to work through that, to see if we can make the two systems 
equivalent.

Ms. PINGREE. I will just say briefly, I am sure at least 10 percent 
of the 54 percent of the complaints came first to my office. In a 
State that has an active organic market, there is a huge range of 
people who say, how come that guy got away with that, and how 
come I had to do this, and why is the fee so high, and why do we 
really have to do this, and couldn’t it be that? And it is com-
plicated, and I am sympathetic. 

I will yield back. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Fortenberry. 

OLD AND NEW INITIATIVES

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Good morning, everyone. Sorry to join you a little late. So I didn’t 

have the benefit, obviously, of your testimony, so I am sorry if this 
appears redundant. 

A broad and wide question, first of all. We are living in very dif-
ficult budgetary times, as you all are quite aware, so it is incum-
bent upon all of us to think creatively, entrepreneurially, as to how 
we are going to deliver smart and effect governmental services with 
less money. And government budgets are always going to be under 
tension, and so it should compel us to think creatively about letting 
go of that which is old and no longer applicable, but always looking 
ahead and trying to think creatively as to how to reshape policy to 
appropriately ensure, particularly in your areas, food safety in a 
more creative fashion. 

So what is old that you are letting go of? What is new that you 
are looking to invest in, in terms of policy initiative? 

Mr. AVALOS. Congressman, that is a good question. And you are 
right, we are living in a world of very tight budgets. We have cut 
expenses, we have created efficiencies, we have reduced staff. And 
we have done our part to try to address the government spending 
and the deficit and the budget. 

MRP, we have done just that. We have taken programs that we 
felt were no longer necessary—for example, in APHIS, there are 
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programs where we have had success and we don’t need to put the 
funding into it anymore. There are programs where we have not 
had success, and we don’t have the tools to eradicate that pest, so 
we haven’t put that funding into them. 

And then we have new threats that came in—for example, feral 
hogs. This is an invasive species that has spread into 38 States, 
causes $1.5 billion in damage, and it keeps growing. It has gone 
from a million to 5 million. In 4 years, it will be 10 million. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. And now it is the subject of TV reality shows, 
as you have probably seen. 

Mr. AVALOS. Yes, it is. 
But, anyway, so this is something new. And we have other pests 

that have come up that we are still trying to eradicate, so we still 
have to maintain that support—for example, the Asian long-horned 
beetle and the European grapevine moth. And you never know, on 
the APHIS side, when we are going to have another challenge. You 
just never know. 

And then on the AMS side, we looked at our core mission. We 
eliminated the Microbiological Data Program. That is the old. It is 
not part of our core mission. We don’t have the money. They are 
great programs, okay, just as the Congresswoman was saying ear-
lier. They are very important programs, but we just didn’t have 
money.

But we have new needs, as we just talked about. Organic keeps 
growing——

ORGANIC PRODUCER LAWSUIT

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Let me segue there for a moment to a very 
specific question. We have an organic producer, who I represent, 
who was concerned about another organic producer’s practices and 
informed the USDA. Subsequently and then consequently, that in-
dividual who told USDA about potentially problematic practices is 
being sued by the individual he turned in or spoke to the USDA 
about. The individual gathered information from the USDA which 
had inadvertently included his name on some document. So he is 
being sued and he is seeking recourse from the USDA but has got-
ten limited help, if not none. 

Mr. AVALOS. I am not aware of the situation. 
Mr. Shipman, are you aware of this at all? 
Mr. SHIPMAN. Yeah. 
Mr. AVALOS. I am going to ask Mr. Shipman to help answer. 
Mr. SHIPMAN. Yeah. We made a mistake. We should have re-

dacted that name before it was released under Freedom of Informa-
tion. It is really regrettable. 

I have looked at this case a number of times and sat with legal 
counsel trying to figure out how can we in some way help that indi-
vidual. And I think we have provided some documents explaining 
exactly what occurred, but the avenue to actually help in a finan-
cial way, I have not found a path forward on that yet. It is an ex-
tremely regrettable situation, and we are aware of it. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Keep looking for that pathway. Because here 
is an individual who was assisting you on your mission—— 

Mr. SHIPMAN. I know. 
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Mr. FORTENBERRY [continuing]. Who is now incurring the poten-
tial of significant—well, is incurring significant financial cost de-
fending himself from a lawsuit that is not his own fault, in effect. 
So, thank you. 

The third—Mr. Chairman, am I okay on time? I can’t see the 
monitor.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Go ahead. You have about 30 seconds. 

IMPORT INSPECTIONS

Mr. FORTENBERRY. All right. 
Well, answer this in 30 seconds. Regarding imported food, how 

much do we inspect? 
Mr. AVALOS. I am going to ask Mr. Shea to answer that for you. 
Mr. SHEA. And I hate to pass the buck, but we don’t inspect im-

ported food. FDA would do that. I think you have a chance to ask 
him that question. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Well, I did, but you are a participant in this 
process.

Mr. SHEA. Let me say this. Through our colleagues at Customs 
and Border Protection, we are looking for agricultural pests. So we 
are looking for diseases and pests of agriculture, not human food 
threats, although, obviously, there could be some overlap. 

And our colleagues at CBP do look at up to 20 percent of ship-
ments of things that come in on a risk basis, look at the flights or 
shipments that are the most at risk for the pests and diseases we 
are looking for. And so there is quite a bit of that that goes on. But 
food itself is just not us, and I really couldn’t answer that. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. All right. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. And let me say, too, we had a little bit of a prob-

lem with the lighting system. They were at one point all three 
green and red and yellow and all coming on at the same time. So 
I said we will just unplug it, so that is why it was—it was getting 
rather confusing, and the red would come on right after—— 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. I was trying to adhere to the rules, Mr. 
Chairman.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Yeah. Well, our lights are out today, our tech-
nology is a little down, so we are going to have to go the old-fash-
ioned way. 

GIPSA PERFORMANCE MEASURES

But let me turn to GIPSA. I know Ms. DeLauro had asked about 
this, had mentioned this in some of her questions that she asked 
earlier. But according to MRP agency testimonies, GIPSA may 
have gained an edge on some other agencies by starting re-
engineering efforts in 2006, despite fiscal challenges. Your testi-
mony and budget justification contained indicators of improved per-
formance over the past couple of years in areas such as aggregate 
industry compliance, poultry payment review, and elsewhere. 

I will direct this question to Mr. Mitchell. 
Can you provide us with a few particular performance measures 

over the past years as an indicator of your agency’s progress? 
Mr. MITCHELL. Probably our best performance measure is the 

compliance. Our in-house analysis shows that our compliance rate 
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last year actually had a spike of 87 percent. We are not positive 
that that is a trend or just a spike. But a lot of the changes that 
have happened, of course, has been the automation of how we as-
sembled the data to do the analysis for whether it is a financial in-
tegrity issue or a competition issue. 

But—I am not sure if I am answering your question correctly. 
But the automation has helped significantly, in that our resident 
agents, those people that are out there on the ground, those 55 in-
dividuals that work a State or a region, are very closely in contact 
with their regional offices so that the information that they are col-
lecting is available for analysis much quicker. 

PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS PROGRAM COMPLIANCE RATES

Mr. ADERHOLT. Your testimony also points out that a slight in-
crease can lead to improved industry compliance, as you strive for 
100 percent compliance levels from the current rate of 87 percent. 
Can you confirm that you are on track to exceed performance with-
in the packers and stockyards area of responsibility? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Well, of course, we establish a strategic plan, and 
our target was actually below the 87 percent. We always want to 
have 100 percent compliance, but we also know that if you put out 
goals and targets that may be beyond our reach, you are setting 
yourselves up for failure to start with. And, as I mentioned earlier, 
I believe last year’s goal was 81 percent, and we had 87. 

We don’t know yet how this year will turn out. There is some 
concern, given the reductions in resources, that those resident 
agents are not in a position to travel quite as much as they did to 
the various sale barns, packer houses, and the folks that we re-
view. It is a little early to tell whether or not we are going to meet 
our initial strategic plan target or whether we are going to be clos-
er to last year’s 87 percent. 

FERAL SWINE PROGRAM

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Under Secretary, you mentioned in your 
opening comments about the—talked a little about the Feral swine 
program. And I have had people contact me in my office and we 
have had discussions about this very issue. APHIS’s largest pro-
posed increase is for the Feral swine control program. The agency 
is requesting $20 million and 95 staff-years to support a multi-
function program aimed at containing and controlling the animal 
population. Your budget request gives two primary reasons for the 
request: one, to reduce the damage caused by these animals; and, 
two, reduce the health risk posed to humans, domestic animals, 
and wildlife. 

If you could help me and, of course, the members of this sub-
committee to understand the agency’s primary goal or priority 
here, because the request falls under the Wildlife Service and not 
the Animal Health. 

Mr. AVALOS. Mr. Chairman, as I mentioned earlier, feral swine 
has become a real, real problem in this country, you know, where 
they have reached 5 million; in 4 years, 10 million. They went from 
15 States to 38 States. So it has become a national problem. 

The Department of Agriculture is addressing the issue, but it is 
also a health issue. You know, feral hogs carry 20 diseases that 
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they can transmit to wildlife, transmit to livestock, and transmit 
to humans. And then they do extensive damage to crops, extensive 
damage to public property and private property, $1.5 billion in 
damage.

We are at a point to where, even though we have tight budgets, 
we just can’t wait. This invasive species is spreading so quickly and 
causing havoc all over the country. We really need a national plan 
to address this problem. To try to take it State by State would not 
work. We need a national plan that is comprehensive, that has ev-
eryone on the same page trying to eradicate this invasive species 
in some cases, trying to prevent the spread in other cases, but in 
all cases maintain populations at a level where we can manage 
them.

So, anyway, I hope that is answering your question. This is a pri-
ority to us. It is primarily because of agriculture, from our perspec-
tive, but it is also a health benefit that is outside of USDA. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. So that is the reason it falls under Wildlife Serv-
ices?

Mr. AVALOS. Yes, it does. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. As opposed to Animal Health. 
Mr. AVALOS. Well, I will let Mr. Shea explain that. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Sure, absolutely. 
Mr. SHEA. Mr. Chairman, it falls under our Wildlife Services be-

cause they have the experience and the expertise to deal with wild-
life. And this is, indeed, wildlife. So they know how to handle it. 

I just want to add one quick thing, if I could, in terms of the ani-
mal health threat. This committee provided us hundreds of millions 
of dollars to eradicate pseudorabies in swine, and these feral swine 
could spread it back and ruin all of that work. So that is another 
example of why we need to put a stop to the spread of feral swine. 

They are already to New Hampshire. That is how far they have 
spread in the last few years. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you. My time has expired. 
Mr. Farr. 
Mr. FARR. I think they originated in California because they 

have come a long way. 

RED BLOTCH DISEASE

Recently, we have a new virus in our wine grape area. It is called 
Red Blotch. It is primarily on red varietals of wine grapes. These 
grapevines produce clusters with reduced sugar content, causing 
delayed harvests and increasing acidity in the wine and the grape. 

The Department was very effective at creating a technical work-
ing group to combat the European grapevine moth as opposed to 
the light brown apple moth. And I want to know if you can put to-
gether that technical working group again to help us inform our 
State plant health officials and the industry on appropriate re-
sponses, on research, on surveillance, on recommended industry 
practices, and to us in Congress if we need regulatory activities to 
combat the Red Blotch Disease. 

Mr. SHEA. Mr. Farr, we have learned over the past few years 
that the wine drinkers of America are a powerful, powerful con-
stituency. And we have every intention of setting up the panel as 
you suggest. 
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Mr. FARR. Thank you very much. That is what I wanted to hear. 
And we will get the details on that. 

ORGANIC PRODUCTION AND MARKET DATA INITIATIVE

Let me ask you another question. The Organic Production and 
Market Data Initiative, ODI, is a multiagency organic data collec-
tion initiative that collects information vital to maintaining stable 
markets, creating rich management tools, and negotiating equiva-
lency agreements with foreign governments for the growing of or-
ganic crops. 

In 2011, I cosponsored a successful amendment with strong bi-
partisan support to fund this data collection and price reporting at 
the Agricultural Marketing Service. How does the agency plan to 
continue the price data collection and dissemination to support the 
growing organic sector in U.S. Agriculture? 

Mr. AVALOS. Mr. Shipman, could you answer this for the Con-
gressman?

Mr. SHIPMAN. I will certainly try. 
We have continued to expand our reporting of organic crops 

through our market news reporting system. Some of the area that 
we have had cuts, our budget compared to 2010 is 20 percent lower 
this year than it was, but we have continued to be able to report 
on the organic market news reports. 

I had a figure here. I think we have over 200 organic reports 
right now that are being provided to the marketplace to help them 
do that market transparency and information. 

Mr. FARR. So despite all this sequestration and across-the-board 
cuts, you are going to continue to try to collect the data and dis-
seminate it—— 

Mr. SHIPMAN. We are making every—— 
Mr. FARR [continuing]. In the same way that you have been? 
Mr. SHIPMAN. Yes. We are making every effort to do that in all 

of the programs. Over the past couple years, we have done a lot 
of business process reengineering, and market news was one of the 
areas. We believe that we have been able to drive some efficiencies 
into it. While we are reducing reports, it hasn’t been as drastic as 
it would have been if we hadn’t made those changes. 

Mr. FARR. Thank you. Appreciate the use of technology in that, 
as well. 

I have some other questions. I am just going to submit them for 
the record. I have to go across the hall to Secretary Shinseki. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. Pingree. 
Ms. PINGREE. Mr. Chair, I can kind of wrap up here, too. 

FERAL SWINE

I hadn’t given thorough consideration to the topic of the swine 
problem that you were talking about earlier, but I certainly am 
aware, having heard quite a bit about how significant the problem 
is, how much it is growing. It doesn’t appear to me to be an issue 
we have had to deal with much in Maine, but much more confined 
to southern and sort of bigger hog-producing States. 

But I have heard about it a little bit from the side of people con-
cerned about how the process goes to make sure that we are eradi-
cating wild swine, that we are dealing with the health issues 
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around it, and not interfering with the people who produce heritage 
breeds.

So you hear a few horror stories about this. As I always say, I 
have a tiny little farm. We grow 18 pigs a year and sell them for 
slaughter. And they get a good price because they are heritage 
breeds, they are not the most wild-boarish heritage breeds. But I 
certainly hear and I get a lot of letters from people who say, don’t 
come take my hogs. And I think there has been a little bit of activ-
ity.

So how are you dealing with the issues around this very signifi-
cant problem, particularly in areas that have a lot of hog produc-
tion, and a lot of them become wild, and then you have this big 
issue, yet not overstep the bounds into those people who are legiti-
mately—they are not letting their pigs loose, they are raising them 
in sufficient confinement and appropriate technique, but they are 
finding significantly good markets, either for heritage breeds or 
let’s—you know, also, you know, it has become increasingly popular 
to have wild boar on restaurant menus. Much of the wild boar are 
just those hogs that got loose and somebody caught them and then 
they shot them and then they brought them in and they are mak-
ing money off of them. Now, I don’t think that is enough to fix the 
problem.

But I just want to make sure that you guys fill me in a little bit 
about how you are protecting those legitimate producers who see 
themselves as protecting heritage breeds or getting a good market 
for a slightly different kind of hog. 

Mr. AVALOS. Absolutely. It is a good question for clarification, be-
cause we are talking about wild pigs, feral hogs. We are not talking 
about heritage breeds that are being raised under, you know, under 
a fenced-in condition or in a pen. We are talking about animals 
that run wild, that run with no boundaries. 

And so there is a big difference. We would never, ever look at 
going to what I would call a domestic pig, even if it is a heritage 
breed, that is on someone’s property in someone’s fenced in area. 
We are talking about pigs that are running wild. So it would defi-
nitely not impact on the type of production you are talking about. 

Ms. PINGREE. And I appreciate you saying that. And I believe the 
problem is so big you are focusing on that. But the next time I get 
an impassioned call from someone who claims that the reverse is 
happening, I will be directly in touch, just so you can help walk me 
through it. 

These things become urban and rural myths that grow out of 
proportions, and sometimes perhaps they are true. So I think it is 
important to give people confidence because they lack trust in their 
government around issues like this. 

Mr. AVALOS. I would be more than happy to discuss it with you 
anytime.

Ms. PINGREE. Great. Thanks. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Ms. Pingree. 
Let me just wrap up. As you heard the buzzers, we are going into 

votes here in the next few minutes. 
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AVIAN INFLUENZA/H7N9 IN CHINA

But your budget notes that the poultry industry is valued at $35 
billion or more, while some economists have calculated the total es-
timated impact on the U.S. Economy could be around $257 billion. 
Not only is this industry a vital part of our national economy and 
the economies of the very district that I represent, north Alabama, 
but it provides many Americans and people across the world with 
an affordable source of valuable protein. 

What my question would be would be to explain a little bit to the 
subcommittee here why the President’s budget proposes a decrease 
of $2.5 million, especially in light of the continued incidence of 
high- and low-path avian influenza in places like Mexico and the 
avian influenza outbreak in China that has been linked to, I think, 
at least 10 deaths or more. 

So could you speak to that a little bit, or one of your colleagues 
that may have some more detailed information on it? 

Mr. AVALOS. Mr. Chairman, I am going to take a crack at it, and 
then I might have to turn it over to Mr. Shea. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Okay. 
Mr. AVALOS. First, on the budget reductions, it does not impact 

whatsoever on the surveillance for the commercial poultry indus-
try. That level of surveillance would not be impacted by reductions. 
The reductions are a result of previous investments that we had 
internationally and on surveillance that we had for wild birds. So 
the domestic surveillance would not be impacted. 

Now, on the H7N9 in China, I just want to say that at USDA 
we are part of a multiagency group. APHIS, Mr. Shea had some 
of his people that are on this committee that are monitoring this 
situation in China. We receive daily situation reports. 

And the risk of spread of H7N9 from China to the U.S. is very 
low. And it is very low because the U.S. does not import poultry, 
we do not import unprocessed poultry products, and we do not im-
port nondomestic birds from China. 

Do you want to expand on that, Mr. Shea? 
Mr. SHEA. I would just say that some of the funding that we 

have already finished the project for was some work in Southeast 
Asia. We helped some countries there, Laos and others, set up their 
capacity to deal with avian influenza, again, things like technical 
ability, how to set up their laboratories. So some of the things that 
we spent money on, we feel like we have finished that part of the 
work. But, absolutely, we will not cut back one bit on surveillance. 

And this industry is especially valuable to us in the sense—we 
were talking earlier about cost-sharing—that this industry spends 
a lot of money itself. This industry works with us very carefully to 
set up the regulations. There is the National Poultry Improvement 
Plan, which is essentially a grower-managed group that we work 
with. And they get together every year and decide what sanitary 
standards are going to be in place on how product moves and how 
birds have to be tested. So we have complete devotion to this 
project, I can assure you. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you. 
Well, again, we appreciate your testimony this morning and for 

coming before the subcommittee to answer questions. 
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As Mr. Farr had mentioned, there may be some questions that 
all of us will have that we may want to submit for the record that 
we would request your response to. And we appreciate your an-
swering those. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. So, again, we look forward to working with you 
as we move forward on the fiscal year 2014 budget. 

And, at this time, the subcommittee is adjourned. 



63

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF' AGRICULTURE 
tJARKETING AND REGULATORY PROGRAMS MISSION AREA 

QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
MOUSE AGRTCU,_,TURE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE MEARING 

April lS, 2013 

QU~STIONS SUBMITTED BY CHAIRMAN ROBERT ADERHOLT 

MICROBIOLOGICAL DATA PROGRfuM 

Mr. Aderholt: The President's fiscal year 2014 budget proposes once 
again to eliminate funding for the Microbiological Data Program (MDP) as 
well as the Pe8~icide Recording Keeping Proqram. Congress was very clear 
in both the fiscal year 2012 and 2013 appropciations that funding was not 
provided for MDP. 

Please provIde a status of the Microbiological Data Program a~d 
confirm for the record if USDA did in fact c:ose MDP in fiscal year 2013. 

Response: The Microbiological Da~a Program was shut down as of 
December 31, 2012. 

Mr. Ader~olt: What are the estimated savings from shutting down MOP 
alone? 

Response: The estimated savings from shutting down the MOP is $4.3 
millior. based on the funding provided in FY 20:2. 

Mr. Aderholt: Did AMS work with the food and Drug Administration 
(FJA) to ensure that the activities previously conducted in MOP would be 
shifted over to or covered by FDA in their sampling programs? 

Response: The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) was made aware that 
IJSDA planned to terminate the Microbiological Data Program. 

tJANDATORY COUNTRY OF ORIGIN LABELING 
(COOL) 

Mr. Aderholt: On March 12, 2013, USDA published a proposed rule in 
the Federal Register that modifies the mandatory COOL labeling 
regulations. A fi~al rule Dust be in place by May 23, 2013 ~o be in 
compliance with a v-Jorld ?rade Organization (WTO) decision prompted by 
complaints from Canada and Mexico. When Congress first passed COO~ 
legisla~ion over ten years ago, the intent was to provide conSilffiers with 
additional information to help theffi make purchasing decisions. There have 
been a number of delays and changes in this program over these ten years. 
The changes proposed in Marc~ of this year may have a major impact on 
meat: ar:d paul ~ry production as well as an economic burden on retail 
establishments with increased costs for new labeling and packaging. 

Please inform the 
irrespective of current 
consumer of a products' 
and Mexican governments 

Committee of what otl1er options are available, 
law or regula tion, to inform the U. S. re~Clil 

country of origin! so as to prevent the Canadian 
f~om retaliating agains= U.S. cxpo~ts at the WTO. 
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Response: The w~o found ~hat the United States has the right to adopt 
mandatory COOL requirements. We are confide:1t that the proposed changes will 
improve the overall operation of the program while also bringing ~he current 
COOL requirements into compliance with the WTO ruling. These proposed 
changes will ensure that consumers are provided with T.ore detailed origin 
information for muscle cut :meats to allow them to make informed purchasing 
decisions. 

Mr. Aderholt: Does USDA believe there is an inconsiste"nt policy here 
where the labeling for an animal based product must state where the animal 
was born, raised, and slaughtered if other such products are simply 
required to decla:::-e where a product is imported froIT,? 

Respo~se: USDA does not believe there an inconsistent policy for 
labelir:;g meat cuts. For imported meat covered commodities, the Country of 
Origin Labeling (COOL) regulations retain the requi:::-ement to label products 
with the origin information as declared to Customs and Border Protection 
under the Tariff Act. When meat is produced in the United States fro~ an 
animal that has been born, raised, and/or slaughtered in more than one 
country of origin, however, the COOL s~atute does not allow SGch meat to be 
labeled with a single country of origin. Instead, ~he statute lays out three 
categories of labeling that require several countries of origin to be 
declared on the label for such covered meat corrunodities to reflect t:he 
different countries in which the animal was born, raised and/or sla~ghtered. 

Mr. Aderholt: Does USDA have information to show that U.S. 
consumers use the Country of Origin Labeli::1q (COOL) for meat aild poultry 
and tfor other prod~cts to make their purchase decisions? Please provide 
a sunnary of related studies on the matter. 

Response: A number of COWloents on the March 12, 
rule contained references to various consumer studies. 
~hese studies are summarized below. 

2013, proposed 
J:'he fi:1.di.ngs of 

One survey of consumers in Louisiana pre-mandatory COOL found that 
93 percent of the consumers surveyed supported :r,andatory origin labeling 
of fresh and frozen beef 1n retail stores (Schupp and Gillespie, 2001). 

A 2003 Purdue University study found that if processors and retailers 
shou1de!:"ed a mid-level implementation cost (as 1n the proposed rule), a very 
small increase in demand of 0.23 would generate an economic surplus 
for farmers (VanSickle, et aI, 

A 2003 survey found that 73 percent of consumers in Denver and Chicago 
were willing to pay more for beef labeled "USA: Guaranteed born and raised in 
the .S.H and were willing to pay 42¢ per pound more for COOL-labeled steak 
(an 11 percent premium) and 36¢ per pound {a 24 percent premium} more for 
COOL-labeled hamburger. liJhen a specific label stating "U.S.A. Guaranteed: 
Borr:. and Raised in the C. S." was offered, conswr~ers were willing to pay an 
average $0.81 per pound more for the ~abeled steak than for an unlabeled 
steak (Umberger, 2003). 
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A 2005 s~rvey found that nearly two-thirds of consumers (60 percent) 
preferred the country of origin labeling to be administered by a government 
policy rather than by companies marketing the ::n.eat. This same survey 
revealed consumers were willi~g to pay 9¢ per pound more (a 2.5 percent 
premium) for certified .S. pork and 20¢ per pound more for COOL beef (a 2.9 
percent premiurr.) (Loureiro and Umberger, 2005). 

A national poll in 2007 found that 94 percer.t of those surveyed believe 
that consumers have a right to know the country of origin of the foods that 
they purchase, and 85 percent of consumers say knowing where their food comes 
froTI is important (Gunn and Gray, 2008). 

A 2009 study estimated that either a 2 percent increase in demand or a 
2 percent increase in willingness to pay for U.S.-origin beef or pork would 
provide a net economic surplus -::0 both livestock producers and to cons:J.mers 
if the cost of implemer.ting COOL was in the mid-range (Chung, Zhanq and Peel, 
2009) . 

A 2012 survey found that consumers were willing to pay $1.77 more per 
12 ounce portion for a meat product labeled "Product of United States" 
compared to an unlabeled product. 8y contrast, consumers were only willing to 
pay an additional Sl.07 per 12 ounce portion for a meat product with a less 
precise "Product of Canada, Mexico and uS" compared to an l101abeled produc:: 
(Tonsur, 2012). 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the Agency's assessment of the impact 
of not having Country of Origin Labeling (COOL), for meat and poultry 
products. 

Response: The World Trade Organization (WTO) found that the United 
States has the right to adopt manda::ory COOL requirements. USDA :::·eceived 
over 450 comments, including four petitions signed by more than 40,000 
individ~alsl which expressed their opinion tha~ the proposed rule makes 
labels more i nformati ve for consu:-ners. If COOL was not required, consumers 
l.-.JQuld not have informat.i.on on most of the meat products they purchase. 

Mr. Aderholt: What activity is AMS conducting related to 
survei':'lance and enforcement of Country-of Origin Labeling? What is the 
total cost and w:8at enforcement act..ions has the Agency been involved in 
during fiscal year 2012 and fiscal year 2013 to date? 

Response: The Agricultural Marketing Service has conducted retail 
surveillance activities and supplier traceback audit activities since the 
implementation of the final rule in ~arch 2009. 

In 2012, 3 1 694 retail reviews were completed by S::atc cooperators; 
521 follow up retail reviews were conp.:J..eted by federal employees; and 225 
covered commodity items were audited th~ough the supply chain by federal 
employees. Enforcement actions include 2,783 initial not-ices of non
compliance sent to retail store locatior:s which required wri:::.ten 
corrective actions and preventative measures to be submitted. 
Additionally, 496 final notices of non-compliance were sent to retailers 
that were non-responsive to the initial notices. 
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In 2013, 2,061 retail reviews have been assigned to State 
cooperators; 558 follow up retail reviews have been assigned to federal 
employees; and 200 products are currently being audited through the supp~y 
chain by federal employees. 

The cost of retail enforcement actions in 2012 was approximately 
$2.5 million. The total anticipated cost [or reLail enforcement 
activities in 2013 is $1.68 million. 

WEB-BASED SUPPLY CHAIN MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

Mr. Aderholt: The Web Based Supply Chain Management system (WBSCM) is 
a USDA system designed to manage the purchase of USDA corrunodities for schoo} 
feeding and international food aid programs. USDA sta~ted to receive fundiug 
[or this system in 2006. The sys~em finally went "live" in FY 2011 and 
supported full operations in FY2012. The FY 2014 budget requests an increase 
of $6.8 million for an upgrade ~o WBSCM software. 

Please provide the total cost of designing, building, and operating 
WBSeM by the end of fiscal year 2013. Please explairl how ~S' est imate 
differs from resources reported ~o OMB in the Exhibit 300, if any. 

Response: The total cost of designing, building and operating WBSCM 
froffi inception to ~y 2013 is $187,664,701. The current Exhibit 300 does not 
deviate from the listed total cost. 

Mr. Aderholt: This project began in the fall of 2006 and rolling 
implementation began J:.Jne 30, 2010 with full functionality available 
April 1, 2011. Why wou~d USDA suggest tha:: this system's success would be 
severely threatened unless the Department receives an increase of $6.8 
million for a technical upgrade after only being in operation for a very 
short timeframe? 

Response: The Web-Based Supply Chain Manage-rr.ent System (WBSCM) 
functionality will be severely threatened unless the Department spends an 
additional $6.8 million for a technical upgrade because of the aged 
commercial software platform on which the syste~ is built. WBSCM is based on 
SAP cOITtlT,ercial software that was purchased shortly after t.he project began in 
2007. The as-built SAP version uti bzed in the development of WBSCM does not. 
support newer browser versions, is :-lot compat.ible with newer software 
applications used by external users, such as schools, food banks, 
~r.ternational recipients, a:-ld vendors, which make up 95% of WBSCM users, and 
the p~atform will not be suppor~ed by SAP after fiscal year 2015. An upgrade 
w':'ll make the syst.em current and supported by SAP long-term, thereby 
extending its 1i=e expecta:-lcy. 

Mr. Aderholt.: Provide the Subcommittee with a status of the Web-Based 
Supply Chain ~anagement System operations as well as the operating costs for 
fiscal years 2012 and estimated for fiscal years 2013 and 2014. 

Response: In FY 2012, WBSCM directly supported the order, procurement 
and delivery of 9.5 billion pounds of farm food corrunodities at a cost of 
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$2.9 billion to the following programs: Commodity Suppleme~tal Food Program 
(CSFP), 'The Emergency Food Assistance Program (TEFAP) f Food Assistance in 
Disaster Situations, Food Distribution Program On Indian Reservations 
(FDPIR), National School Lunch Program (NSLP), School Breakfast Program, 
Summer Food Service Program (SrSP), Child and Adult Care Food Program 
(CACFP), Titles II and III of Public Law 480, Food for Progress, Sectio~ 

416(b) of the Agriculture Act of 1949, McGovern-Dole International Food for 
Education and Child Nutrition Prograrr. and the United ~atio~'s World Food 
Programme. 'I'otal WBSCM operatir:g cost for FY 2.012 is $28 million a-:l.d is 
currently estimated at $33 million for FY 2013 and at $39 ~ililon for FY 
2014. 

PESTICIDE RECORDKEEPIKG PROGRAM 

Mr. Ade=holt: Please update the table that appears in the last 
year's hearing record showing states i~ the Pesticide Record Keeping 
Program, federal funds, state funds for f':"scal year 2012, and estimates 
for fiscal years 2013 and 2014. 

Response: 
2012 and 2013. 

The i~:ormation is submitted for the record fo~ fiscal years 
The program is proposed for termination i~ fiscal year 2014. 

[The information follows:] 
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Pest.icide Recordkeeping Program 

FY 2012 FunDing Est. FY 2013 

State Federal State .cederal 
Alabama $40,000 $2,000 $40,000 
Arkansas 60,000 3,298 45,000 
Georgia 47,482 3,309 47,000 
Idaho - - 24,000 
Illinois 36,318 1,913 24,180 
Iowa 49,879 2,625 48,998 
Kansas 33,000 2,000 -
Kentucky 40,000 3,250 40,400 
Louisiana - - 40,000 
Michigan 40,000 2,860 40,000 
Minnesota 58,72.8 5,085 45,000 
Mississippi 26,969 4,000 26,940 
Montana 38,000 3,070 34,450 
Nevada - -
New Mexico 40,000 3,127 30,124 
North CaroLina 46,400 3,492 45,000 
Oklahoma 50,000 3,250 40,000 
Oregon - - 40,905 
South Carolir:.a 30,918 3,101 31,000 
South Dakota 30,500 2,047 28,000 
Tennessee 32,168 2,427 75,000 
Utah 30,000 1,579 
Virginia 26,202 1,382 18,427 
West Virginia 25,779 1,766 -
Wyonir:g 12,680 2.000 ------

Subtotal, Sta'Ce 795.063 57 631 714,424 

Subto-ca1, Direct 795,063 57, 631 7l4,424 
Federal Adminis:.ration 1,035,937 - 1,013,576 

~- 1,831,000 57,631 1,728,000 

Note: State fGnding represent:s only those States that have agreements 
with the Fede~al program. 

Funding 

State 
52,000 

2,250 
2,350 
1,200 
2,000 
2,579 

-
2,100 
2,105 
2,000 
2,300 
5,942 
1,723 

-
1,586 
2,363 
2,106 
2,045 
1,550 
2,000 
1,250 

-
970 

-
42,419 

42,419 

42,419 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide an explanatio::1 of how the state programs 
without federal funding currently operate and how those states receiving 
federal funds can function without federal funding and do so without negative 
effecLs. 

Response: There are 23 States that operate their own programs witho:Jt 
federal funding. These states operate under state regulations tha~ are 
federally recognized. The s-:'ates have implemented procedures to inspect 
certified applicators when compla~nts are filed or they combine pesticide 
record keeping inspections with other state a~d federal inspections during one 
visit to a certi:ied applicator. These sta~e programs produce and distribu~e 
their own educational outreach materials and information. 

The 27 s~ates that receive federa~ funding operate under Federal 
regulations would have to revise their current proqrams ~o operate without 
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this fundi~g. While each state may implement t~is change differently, it is 
likely they would follow the precedent set by the 23 States that currently 
receive no federa: funding. 

7RANSPORTA7ION AND MARKSTIKG PROGRAMS 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the table in last year's heari~g record 
that presents a list of all programs and initiatives, mandatory and 
discretionary, which provide related support for the marketing of locally 
produced food. 

Response: USDA has a number of programs that support marketing of 
locally produced food and the Transportation and Marketing Program initiative 
complements ongoing programs. The Departme!1t is taking a coordinated approach 
to local food access l including connecting food producers to new market 
opportunities. ~hese programs provide producers with financing and technical 
assistance to expand their operatior.s, to improve their marketing 
opportunities throilgh regional food hubs and farmers markets, and t:o develop 
innovative techniques unique to their needs. 

The 'JSDA programs below support local ':ood production, marketing and 
access opportunities. For many of the~, local food is a small part of their 
overall portfolio. 

[The information follows:] 
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USDA programs where some projects may support local food 
production, marketing and access opportunities 

USDA Agency Programs 
Agricultural Marketing · Farmers Market Promotion Program 
Service Grants 

· Spec:alty Crop Block Grants 

· Federal-State Marketing Improvement 
Farm Services Agency · M.icroloans program 

Food and Nutrition · WIC and Senior Farmers' Market 
Service Nutrition Programs 

National Institute of • Comrllunity Food Projects 
Food and Agriculture · Beginning Farmer and Rancher 

Development Program 

· Sustainable Agriculture Research and 
Education Program 

· Small Business Innovation Research 
Pr00r~m 

Rural Development · Business and Industry Guaranteed 
Loans 

• Value-Added Producer Grants 
Natural Resources · Environmental Quality Incer:tives 
Conservation Service Proaram 
Forest Service · Urban and Community Forestry Program 
Other Federal agencles and programs that support local foods market 
developmen-: opportunities are: 

Federal programs where some projects may support local 
food production, market ina and access opportunities 

Federal Agency Programs 
National Oceanic and · Seagrant Market Development and 
Atmospheric Branding 
Administration 

Farm Credit · Educational materials for institutions 
Administration in the Farm CredIt System about 

meeting the credit and services needs 
of local food farmers and certain 
fanE-related businesses, such as food 
hubs 

Environmental • Websit:e designed to assist in 
Protection Agency c.onver;:ing brownfields into urban 

agriculture sites 

· Orban Farm Business Plan Handbook 

Department of the • Financing Healthy Food Options Resource 
Treasury Bank 

Department of Housing · Sustainable Communities Regional 
and Urban Development Planning Grants 

Centers for Disease . Heal':hier Foods in Communities web page 
Conlrol and Prevention 
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TRANSPOR:ATION AND ~~RKETING PROGR~~S 

Mr. Aderholt: Please upda~e the information iL last year's hearing 
record that lis~s recent research or studies that show support for as well 
as argu~ents against the statement in the FY 2013 President's Budget: 
"small and medi;]m-sized prod\.1cers have experienced a substantial improvement 
in farm income as a result of these direct sales ~o consumers, restaurants, 
schools and other institutional outlets." Please add any additional studies 
or reports that speak ~o the advantages and disadvantages of the push for 
local and regional food hubs. 

R.esponse: Evidence continues to build that d_irect-to-consumer food 
marketing and intermediated (producer-to-intermediary-to-consumer) local food 
marketing channels offer higher incomes and more control to the farmers in 
negotiating prices. Food hubs serve as aggregation and distribut~on centers 
for local producers to access larger and more diverse markets, often paying 
higher prices, than they would be ab':e to reach t~rough direct-to-consumer 
options or working with brokers o~ wholesalers. In some situations, food 
hubs also provide smaller retailers such as corner stores and bodegas with 
access to local foods in quantities that are ~anageable for their smaller 
scale of operations, as well as supplying larger buyers such as institutions, 
restaurants, larger retailers, 3:1d other cOIT~:ercia 1 buyers. 

Supports the Claim 

Barha~, J' T Tropp, D., Enterline, K., Farbman, J., Fisk t J., Kiraly, S. 
(2012). Regional Food Hub Resource Guide, U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Agricultural Marketing Service, Washington, DC. (In-depth case studies of 
food tebs and compilation of nation food hub survey results) 

3rown, C., and Miller, S. (20GB). The impacts of local markets: A review of 
research on farmers markets and COITlI':1l.lnity Supported Agriculture (eSA). 
Amer~can Journal of Agricultural ~conomicsl 90(5),1298-1302 
doi:10.llll/j.1467-8276.2008.01220.x (Multiple jurisdictions, focused on 
economic impacts) 

Diamond, A., Barham, J. (2012). Hoving Food Along the Value Chain: 
Innovations i~ Regional Food Distribution. U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Agricultural Marketing Service, Washington, DC. (Lessons learned about 
strategic distribution of local foods from detailed case studies) 

Martinez, S., Hand, M., Da Pra, M., Pollack, S., Ralston, K., Smith, T., 
Vogel, S., Clark, S., Lohr, L., Low, S., and Newman, C. (2010). Local Food 
Systems: Concepts, Impacts, and Issues, ERR 97, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, 2cono~lc Researc~ Service, Washington, DC. (~ational scale 
liLerature review) 

Mattson, J., Sullins, ~., and Cook, K. (2013). The Role of Food Hubs in Local 
Food Marketing. Special Report 73, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Rural 
Development, WashingLon, DC. (A~alysis of supply chain and rural deve~opnent 
benefits associated with food hubs) 

OnozaJ.ca, Y., and McE'adden, D.T. (~011). Does local labeling complement or 
compete with other sustainable labels? A conjoint analysis of direct and 
joint values for fresh produce claims. Alrcerican Jour:lal of Agricultural 
Economics 93(3),693-706. doi: lO.1093/ajae/aar005. (National consumer study 
on willingness to pay for local foods) 
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Tayler, D.F., and Miller, C.R. (2010). Rethinking local business clusters: 
the case of food clusters for promoting communi~y development. Community 
Development, 41(1), 108-120 doi: 10.1080/15575330903548778. (ME - Local 
Produce business cluster econo~ic impact on farms and related agribusinesses) 

Does not support the Claim 

Abatekassa, Getachew & Peterson, H. Christopher. (2011). Market access for 
local food through the conventional food supply chain. International Food and 
Agribusiness Management Review, 14(1) :63-82. (highlights differences in 
local food perceptions, buying experiences and perceived benefi~s and risks 
associated with local food sourcing activities, and sourcing competition) 

Jablonski, Secca B. R., Perez-Burgos, Javier & Gomez, Miguel I. (2011). Food 
value chain developnent in central New Y02::'k: CNY Bounty. Journal of 
Agriculture, Food Systems, and Community Development, 1 (4). (gives cautions 
for market development) 

Lev, L., Gwin, L. (2010). Filling in the gaps: Eight things to recognize 
about ':arm-direct marketing, Choices Magazine, 25 (1). 

Lohr L., and Park T. (2010). Local se~ling decisions and the technical 
efficiency of organic farms. S~s~ainability 2(1), 189-203 
doi:10.3390/s~2010189. 

Uematsu, H' I and Mishra, A.K. (2011). Use of direct marketing strategies by 
farmers and their impact on farm business incoDe. Agricultural and Resource 
Economics Review 40 (1), 1-19. 

SHELL EGG SURVEILLANCE PROGRAM 

Mr. Aderholt: Please explain how AMS's Shell Egg Surveillance 
Program provides the Food and Drug Administration andlor the Food Sa:ety 
and I!1spectio!1 Service with support for the respective agency I s food 
safety activities. 

Response: The Shell Egg Surveil2.ance (SES) Program provides for 
routine inspections of shell egg handlers to cor.trol the disposition of 
certain types of loss and undergrade eggs. It a~so ~andates that shell eggs 
sold to CO:lsurncrs contain no more restricted eggs than permi ':ted in U. S. 

Consumer Grade Band t.hat restr.icted eggs be disposed of properly. 

AMS inplemented an electronic system that provides immediate 
notification to the Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) when a 
violation of the Egg Products Inspection Act occurs such as improper 
storage 0::::." refrigeratio::l temperature violations. The co1laborati ve eLCorts 
of AMS and FSIS through the SES Program help ensure storage and transport of 
shell eggs under required refrigerated conditions, which is a mitigation step 
to reduce the risk associated with the presence of Salnonella Enteritidis. 

In 2011, AMS and the Food and Drug Administration modified their 
interagency agreement (MOU) after the passage of the Food Safety 
Modernization Act to improve and expand the exchange of information between 
the two agencies. &~S graders and SES inspectors report observation of 
potential violations of the Federal Food Drug and Cosmetic Act (FFDCA) that 
reflect a high risk or probable contaminat.ion while condccting grading or 
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inspection activities. FDA notification of potential violations is 
accomplished through the use of an electronic Interagency Refe:::-ral Report. 

Mr. Aderholt: What resources are exchanged via reimbursable 
agreements between AMS and FSIS related to the inspection of shell 
eggs? 

Response: No financial resources are exchanged between AMS and FSIS 
related to the inspection of shell eggs. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a five year history, including 
estimation tor fiscal year 2013 that shows the number of handlers, lotal 
inspections, inspection ra-;:es, and cOr.l.pliance rates for both handling 
operations and hatcheries to control the disposition of types of 
under grade and restricted eggs. 

Response: '1'he table below includes the information requested. 

~The information follows:] 

FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2C12 FY 2013 Est. 

Number of Handlers 

Inspections: 

Producer/Packer and Grading 
Stations (1 visit per 
quarter) 

Hatchery, Exempt Breaking 
Station, Cooked Egg 
Operation, & ~nedible 
Collection Facility 
(l Visi.c per year) 

Compliance Rates 

840 829 

2,061 2,063 

349 349 

85% 

PES7TCTD~ DATA PROGRAM 

855 834 

2,114 2,043 

373 368 

85% 87'6 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a surn..rnary of the results from :.~e 

latest Pesticide Data Prog~am annual report, including a surrunary of 
positive results/statistics and results needing further review or 
action. 

Response: The latest Pesticide ~ata Program (PDP) annual report 
surnmarizes data collected in 2011 and was published on the PDP website in 
February 2013. 

818 

1,980 

232 

88%~ 

In 2011, residues exceeding ~he tolerance in food were detected in 32 
of the 11,894 samples tested (0.27 percent). Of these 32 samples, 25 were 
imported a:1d 7 were domestic. Residues with no established tolerance were 
found in 399 samples of the total samples tested (3.4 percent). Of these 399 
samples, 280 were imported, 115 were domestic, and 4 were of unkr.own origin. 
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~or water in 2011, of the 239 (treated and un~reated) drinking water 
samples collected at water treatment facilities in 3 States and a total of 
604 groundwater samples collected from private domestic wells and 
school/childcare facilities, only low levels of residues, neasured in parts 
per trillion, were detected in both drinking water and groundwater. No 
detections, in either treated or untreated water, exceeded established 
Naximum Contaminant Levels, Health Advisories, Human Health Benchmarks for 
Pesticides, or Freshwater A.qua'Cic Organism criteria. 

Although results for 2011 did not require further action, USDA felt it 
was important to keep indust~y and regulatory agencies updated on findings so 
that they could ~ake appropriate action, if deemed necessary. To this end, 
PDP reached out to stakeholders such as baby food manufacturers, crop groups 
representing apple and pear growers, mushrooms, tOTItatoes, watermelon and 
other crops to inform them of results and to provide data ::0 address trade 
issues. PDP also prepared monthly pesticide to:erance reports for the 
Env ironmental Protect ion Agency (EPA) and the E'ood and Drug Adm i n istration 
(FDA) to keep them informed of pes-::ic.ide residue findings. 

Mr. Aderholt: Provide a table for the record showing the funding for 
the Pesticide Data Program since fiscal year 2008 to include estimates for 
fiscal years 2013 and 2014. Please include both direct and reprograrrmed 
appropriations, if applicable. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 

Pesticide Data Program 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

Fiscal Year Funding 

200S 1, $15,348 

2009 15,527 

2010 15,908 

2011 ' 15,367 

2012 15,937 

2013 Estimate) 14,471 

2014 Estimate 15,347 

Net of Resclsslon 

]/ Net of Sequestration & Rescission 
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Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a complete lis~ of states that are 
participating in the Pesticide Data Program and the amount of federal 
funds spent in each state for ~iscal years 2008 through estimated fiscal 
years 2013 and 2014. If the Department spent additional funds for the 
testlnq of water, please include a list of those states and the amount 
spent per state for this same period. 

Response: There are thirteen States participating in the Pesticide 
Data Program. As of June 1, 2013 three States - Minnesota, Montana and 
Wisconsin will cease to participate and ten States will remain in the 
program. 

[The information follows:) 
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PF.STICIDE DATA PROGRAM 
Ob:igations in Participati:1g St.ates 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

State FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 IT 2011 IT 2012 IT 2013 IT 2014 
Aotual Actual Aotual Aotual Aotual Estimate Estimate 

California $2,490 $2,600 $2,600 $2,624 $2.,583 $2,413 $2,600 

Colorado 69 440 390 292 70 65 70 

Florida 1,350 1,195 1,421 1,345 1,300 1,195 J, ?50 

Marylar.d 85 93 85 80 85 85 85 

Michigan 1,245 1,270 1,260 1,245 1,705 1,168 1,250 

New Yor.k 1,655 1,625 2,075 1,976 2,047 1,810 1, 875 

North Caroli:1a 26 20 20 20 30 

Ohio 995 995 1,193 1,040 1,516 956 1,050 

Texas 1,200 1,160 1,160 1,760 1,473 1,156 1,200 

Washi:-19l:. on 1,060 1,080 1,000 1,300 1,300 1,185 1,300 

Wisconsi:1 90 98 98 92 80 47 

Other, foods 101 224 86 50 15 10 10 

SUBTOTAL, E'OODS 10,340 10,780 11,394 11,324 12,194 10,100 lO,72C 

Colorado 321 -

~linnesota 395 320 345 335 348 l27 

Montana 399 360 365 335 335 132 

~York 195 /00 200 -

O::her, water 75 78 82 -

SUBTOTAL, WATER 1,385 958 992 670 683 259 

Federal 3,46] 3,789 3,522 3,3 7 3 3,060 4,11 ? 4,627 
F:xpenditures 

TOTAL 15,188 :5,527 IS,908 15,367 15,937 14,471 15,347 



77

Mr. Aderholt: What data was provided to the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) in fiscal year 2012 or fiscal year 2013 to date 
as it relates to dietary risk assessments? 

Response: During FY 2012 and FY 2013, PDP provided data for 49 
pesticides, plus their metabolites/breakdown produc~s, that were scheduled 
for registration review by EPA and required pesticide residue data for 
dietary risk assessmer.t. 

These 49 pesticides included compounds in the following pesticide 
classes: carbamate insecticides, neonicotiny~ insecticides, pyrethroid 
insecticides, triazine herb~cides, sulfonyl urea herbicides, and phenoxy acid 
herbicides. PDP also supplied data for more than 400 additional pesticides, 
including metabolites/breakdown products, which are scheduled for review 
after FY 2013 and whose assessments will include FY 2012 and FY 2013 PDP 
data. 

PDP data on drinking water also supports EPA dietary risk assessments. 
The drinking water data covers more tha~ 200 pesticides, including 
metabolites and breakdown products. 

Mr. Aderholt: Does EPA reimburse AMS for any data or services 
provided ~o EPA for registration or any other activities as it relates to 
pesticides? If so, please provide details. 

Response: EPA does not reimburse AMS for any data or services 
related to pesticides; however, the E?A Biological a~d Economical Analysis 
Division (BEAD) Analytical Chemistry Laboratory provides laboratory 
resources ~or specific projects as agreed upon between p~s and EPA. These 
projects are carried out ir. conjunction with ?DP sampling activities. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please describe what data is exchanged between A."tI.:1S, 
FSIS, EPA., and FDA exchange pesticide data on a regular basis? If so, 
what data and for what purpose. 

Response: AMS' Pesticide Data Program (PDP) regularly provides 
data to E?A for use in dietary risk assessments. During?Y 2012, PDP 
provided data Ear more than 400 pesticides, including 
metabolites/breakdown prod~cts, for use in dietary risk assessments. PDP 
calfish and milk residue data were specifically requested by EPn for use 
in reviewing the effects of bio-accumulation and bia-magnification, which 
have implications for enda~gered species. 

PDP provides data to FDA on presumptive v~olations. FDA uses th~s 
data to assist in guiding its regulatory saIT,pIing and -:::esting program. 

In ret~rn, EPA and :uA provide information to PDP on pesticide 
usage in countries other than the U.S., partic~larly where there is a 
significanL i~port component for a given crop. These pesticides may not 
necessarily have a U.S. tolerance, and therefore would not otherwise be 
included in the PDP testing profile. 

PDP exchanges methodology and technical information with FSIS. 
For example, PDP recen~ly provided analytical method traininq for testing 
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meat and poultry to FSIS scientists in preparation for their expansion of 
testing profiles to include new chemislries. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table that shows spendj ng, by 
agen.cy, for pesticide use and data collection and analysis to include 
fiscal year 2012 actuals and fiscal years 2013 and 2014 estimates. 

Response: AMS's Pesticide Data Program (PDP) conducts pesticide data 
collection and analysis through agreements with States, USDA and other 
part:ners. The details on spending are provided for the record. 

[The informatio~ follows:i 

Pesticide Data Program Obligations 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

Partners FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 

Actual Estimate Estimate 

States J
! $l?,877 S10,369 S10,710 

AMS'I 2,910 3,930 4,447 

NASS 3i 35 30 30 

GIPSA'I 100 132 150 

Other'l 15 10 10 

Total 15,937 14,471 15,347 

lIIncludes 13 cooperating States in fiscal year 2012: California, Colorado, 
Florida, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, New York, North Carolina, 
Ohio, Texas, Washington and Wisconsin. Three States Minnesota, Montana 
and Wisconsin - ceased partiCipation as of June 1, 2013 and are not 
expected ~o return in fiscal year 20:4. 

21 AlVIS expenditures include testing performed by A.lYJ.S' National Science 

Laboratory in Gastonia, North Carolina. 

Statistical and sampling support. 

4/ Sampllr.g and Testi.ng of grai:1s in :"iscal years 2012, 2013, and 2014. 

Quality assurance service providers 

NAT:ONAL ORGANIC PROGRfu~ 

Mr. Aderholt: How many certifying agents have been accredited in ~he 
orga~ic program to date? What is the estimated percentage of the organic 
industry with accreditation? Of the total number accredited, how many have 
been evaluated on-site? 
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Response: There are currently 84 certifying agents accredited under 
the National Organic Program (NOP). Ail certifying agents overseeing 
certified organic operat~ons and products must be accredited. This 
accreditatio~ ensures that all cer~ified organiC producers a~d handlers are 
operatir.g in accordance with the USDA organic regulations. On-site 
evaluations have been conducted on all 84 accredited certifying age~ts, and 
are repeated approximately every 2.5 years, at the midpoint and at the 
renewal point of the five-year accreditation term. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the ~able ~hat appears in last year's 
hearing record showing how ouch has been spent by year for the Orga;lic 
Certification Program, alo~g with a brief description of the purpose. 

Response: '~'he infor::natio~ is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 

Organic Cer~ification Program Activity 

The Department allocated $120,000 for NOSB activities, 
which included three NOSB meetings a~d eleven NOSE 
subcommittee meetings following Federal Advisory 
Committee Act (FACA) procedures. AMS continued to 
provide cornrnunication to the organic community and 
encouraged them to work together with the NOSE to 
assist the program. 

The Department allocated $45,646 for NOSE activities 
which three NOSB meetings. AMS continued to 
serve as liaison with other agencies and the organic 
cornmu!lity. 

~~s received $500,000 i~ Marketing Services for the 
Nationa-=- Organic Program to arrange meetings, prepare 
public notices of the meetings, prepare minutes, and 
help private certifiers develop and submit technical 
dossiers. We arranged and conducted livestock hearings 
across the country, issued contracts to technical 
advisers to coordina~e the materials review process, 
par~icipated in international standards development at 
Codex, and coordinated with other agencies and 
uepartments o~ program activities related to their 
missions. 7he Department allocated $57,571 for NOSE 
activities from the Department's advisory committee 
account for two Board meetings. 

Year 

1992 

1993 

1994 

Funding 

($ i" 
Millions) 

0.12 

0.05 

c.so 
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Organic Certification Program Activity 

fu~S drafted regulations, co~municated with the organic 
community on issues and concerns, provided mailings on 
USDA recommendations, and participated in development 
of inter~ational guidelines development under Codex. 
Coordinated and implemented the required Technical 
Advisory Panel reviews of substances under 
consideration for the National List of Allowed and 
Prohibited Substances. The Department allocated $40,000 
for NOSB activities from the Depar-:':nent's advisory 
corr~ittee account for two Board mee~ings. 

k~S' NOP drafted regulations subsequent to NOSB 
recommendations for the program. Participated in a 
Codex meeting to develop international guidelines for 
organic production and processing, continued to provide 
support for the NOSE, and discussed the proposed 
organic rule with other agencies that may be affected, 
such as the Environmental Pro~ection Agency ar-d the 
Food and Drug Administration. The Department allocated 
$33,000 for NOSB activities from the Department's 
advisory committee account for one Board meeting. 

NOP contir:ued drafting the proposed clle for 
pUblication and public comnent. ~o additional funds 
were available from the Department's advisory co~nittee 
account. 

The proposed rule was publiShed December 16, 1997. The 
public cormnent period was extended Lo April 30, 1998. 
NOP supported a meeting of ehe NOSB in March of 1998 to 
review the proposed rule. 

Over 275,000 public comments were received on the 
initio} pUblication of the proposed rule, mostly in 
oppositio~. A second public comment period was opened 
for 45 days to receive input on three issue papers 
concerning animal confinement, animal medications, and 
termination of certification. ~OP aqain 9articipated in 
"the Codex Committee on Food Labeling and provided 
support for two NOSB meetings. 

A re-proposed rule was published on March 7, 2000, with 
a 90 days public COmIT,ent period. There were 40,774 
public comments received during that period. In 
addition, NOP held three public :neetings or. organic 
seafood production. The prograT, partic':pated in one 
industry-only meeting sponsored by Alaska gover~or Tony 
Knowles and Senator Ted Stevens. NOP pa~ticipa~ed Ln 
the Codex Committee on ::ood Labeling, Organic Food 
Working Group in Otta~...;a, Canada and suppo~ted three 
NOSB meet':ngs. 

Year 

1995 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

:undinq 
($ in 

Millions) 

0.54 

0.53 

0.50 

C.50 

0.92 

1. 00 
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Orqanic Certification Program Activity 

A final rule was published on December 21, 2000, becarr,e 
effective on April 21, 2001, and was fully implemented 
on October 21, 2002. Again NOP participated in the 
Codex Committee on Food Labeling. With additional 
funding approved, or.e full-time employee was hired to 
assist NOP staff with the accreditation o~ certifying 
agents. Initial accreditation began of domestic and 
foreign certifying agents and policy directives were 
deve'::'oped and compiled into program manua'::"s. In 
addition, there were ~hree NOSB meetings this year. 

AMS continued ~he implementation process and announced 
the first group of accredited certifiers on April 21, 
2002. Once these State and private certifying agents 
were certified, they began inspecting participating 
p~oducers and handlers to certify compliance with the 
National Organic Standards. NOP continued to provide 
staff support for the NOSB which held two ~eetings this 
year. NOP staff assisted these Board meetings through 
the review of sUbstances for addition to the National 
List and publication of proposals to amend the NaLional 
I,ist. 

AMS continued the implementation of the organic 
regulations including onsite evaluations of accredited 
certifying agents; developing organic standards 
equivalency Agreements with foreig;-t governments; 
enforcemen'.: of the National Organic S-candards; 
conpletion of guidance documents to clarify exist:ing 
standards; consultations with industries on additional 
production and handling standards; identifying issues 
and developing curricula for regional training for 
accredited certifying agents; and the development of 
consumer inforTIat~on. NOP continued to provide staff 
support for the ~OSB which held two meetings. 

A-IvlS continued tr:e accreditation process, including 
onsite evaluations of certifying agents to examine 
their operations and to verify compliance with t:he 
National Organic Standards. FY 2004 activities also 
included the accreditation of additional applicants; 
development of organic standards equi.valency agreements 
with foreign governments; enforce8ent of the National 
Organic Standayds; development of quidance documents 
and rulemaking to clarify existing standards; continued 
development of production and handling standards; 
continued training for accredited certifying agents; 
and staff support for the NOSB which held two meetings. 
fu~S used funding incre se to hire additional staff, 
increase suppo~t activ ties for the NOSB and finance 
peer reviews and Techn cal Advisory Panel reviews of 
petitioned materials. 

Year 

2001 

2002 

2003 

2004 

Funding 

($ in 

Mill~ons) 

1. 56 

1. 60 

1. 52 

1. 97 
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Organic Certification Program Activity 

AMS administration of NOP including, as a part of the 
accreditation process, onsite evaluations of accredited 
certifyi~g agents to examine their operations and to 
verify their comp~iance with the National Organic 
Standards. Additional activities included: 
accredi~ation of additional applicants; development of 
organic s~andards, equivalency agreements with foreign 
gover~~e~tsi enforcement of the National Orga~ic 
Standards; development of guidance documents to clarify 
existing standards; establishing task forces for the 
developTI'.ent of production and handling standards for 
aquatic species and pet food; and conduc~ing training 
sessions for certifying agents. NOP continued to 
provide staff support for the NOSB which held 
meetings during fiscal year 2005. 

rY 2006 activities incl~ded the accreditation of 
additior.al appliconts; continued development of organic 
standards equivalency/recognition ag~eements with 
foreign governments; e!lforcemem:_ of the National 
Organic Standards; development: of guidance docll.rr.ents 
and posslble rulemaking to clarify existing standards; 
continued cooperation in the development of prod~ction 
and handling standards for aquatic species; regional 
training for accredited certifying agents; and 
development of consumer information. The National 
Organic Program continued to provide staff support for 
the NOSE wt:ich held two meetings. 

FY2007 activities included the accredi~ation of 
additional applicants upon completion of accreditation 
requirements; continw:-;d developmer:t of organic 
standards; developrr.ent of addi tiona 1 recognition 
agreements with foreigr. governments; enforcerner.t of the 
National Organic Standards; development of guidance 
documents and rulemaking to clarify existing standards; 
co~tinued cooperati on in the development of )(i~lr:, nn 
and handling standards for aquatic species pet 
food; regional training for accredited ce~tifying 
agents; and deveioprnent of consumer information. The 
NOP continued to provide staff support for the NOSB 
which held two meetings. 

Year 
2005 

2006 

200') 

Fundir.g 
($ in 

Millions) 

1. 98 

1. 99 

2.00 
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Organic Certification Program Activity 

AMS continued NOP administration, including conducting 
an ongoing series of onsite evaluations of accredited 
certifying agents. Additional activities included: 
accreditation of additional applicants; continued 
development of organic standards; devei.opment of 
additional recognition agreements with foreign 
governments; enforcement of the Natio~al Organic 
Standards; development of guidance documents and 
rulemaking to clarify existing standards; continued 
cooperation the developmer.t of production and 
handling standards for aquatic species and pet food; 
~raining for accredited certifying agents; and 
development of consumer information. ';:'he NOP provided 
staff support for the NOSE which held one meeting along 
with an aquaculture symposium in November 2007 and 
conducted another board meeting ir. May 2008. 

&~S conducted a series of onsite evaluations of 
accredited certifying agents; accredited additional 
applicants; continued development of organic standards; 
development of additional recognition agreements with 
foreign governments; enforced the National Organic 
S-:andards; developed guida:1ce documer:ts and rulemaking 
to clarify existing standards; continued cooperation i~ 
the develop;nent of production and handling standards 
for aquatic species and pet food; conducted training 
for accredited certifyinq agents; and develop~e:1L of 
consu:m.er informatio~. T~e NOP provided staff support 
for the NOSE which held two meetings. 

In FY 2010, AMS received a $3.1 million increase for 
the NOP which was used, ~n part, to hire 14 new staff 
to car~y out the enforcement and adminisLraLion needs 
of the program. NOP issued new operating procedures 
designed to increase the effectiveness of enforcing 
organic standards; increased the use of civil 
penalties, issuing eight civ~l penalties (more than all 
0: the civil penalties issued during the first seven 
years of the progra:;e) and closed 123 complaint cases. 
r;:he program conducted several international compliance 
assessments and audits, and published a Program 
Handbook, which provides those who own, manage, or 
certify organic operations with guidance and 
instructions to support regulatory compliance. 

Year 

2008 

2009 

2010 

Funding 
($ in 

Millions) 

3.13 

3.88 

6.9-; 
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Organic Certifica:ion Program Activity 

In fiscal year 2C11( the NOP continued accredita~ion( 
standards development, and compliance and e:1forcement 
activities. 7his included new rulemaking related to the 
Natiorlal List, new draft and final guidance documents 
for the NOP Program Handbook, ongoing accreditation 
activities, assessments related to international 
agreements, support for two NOSE meetings, and 
compliance ana enforcement activities. The NOP received 
and began investigative activities on 181 complaints! 
representinq a 15 percent increase from 2010. The NOP 
completed 128 complaint investigations! issued ten 
civil penalties for willful violatio~s of the NO? 
regulations. The NOP also improved outreacr., 
communication, and provided an on-line list of organic 
operations. The Nap Appeals team implemented process 
improvements that led to a reduced average appeal 
decision ~ime from 709 to 416 days. 

In FY 2012, the NOP continued its standards development 
activities, accreditat:ion prograrr,! and compliance and 
enforcement activities. The NOP released several rules 
and guidance documents; conducted audits of USDA
accredited certifying agents, including 45 
accreditation renewal audits, three midterm audits, two 
initial audits, three surveillance audits, and a 
recogni~ion assessment audit; supported the launch of 
the U.S.-European organic equivalency agreement; and 
issued nine civil penalties totaling more than S120!000 
through settlement agreements for willful violations of 
the USDA organic regulations. The NOP also supported 
two National Organic Standards Board meeti~gs. 

To date in FY 2013, NOP has continued to administer the 
USDA organic regulations, including developlnq and 
releasing multiple rules, instructions, and guidance 
dOCuments; managing the National List petition and 
evaluation p~ocess; overseeing accredited certify 
agents; conducting compliance and enforcement 
activities; supporting the National Organic S~andards 
Board meetings; conducting ~raining programs with both 
certifiers and auditors. The Nap also manages the Nap 
appeals process and engages in a variety of 
corrununication and ol.lt:reach activities to describe 
organic certification and educate stakeholders on the 
standards. 

Year 

2011 

2012 

20'-3 
Estimate 

Funding 
($ in 

Millions) 

6.92 

6.92 

6.S3 
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Mr. Aderholt: How much do you plan to spend in the current year on 
organic certification implementation and for what purpose? 

Response: In fiscal year 2013, $6.5 ffiillion has been allotted for the 
National Organic Program. This funding will be utilized to support three 
primary functions: 1) organic certification, standards development, 
accreditation, 2) international activities, 3) compliance, and enforcement. 
All are necessary to ensure that certifying agents and certified operations 
are implementing the organic standards with high levels of quality and 
integrity. 

Mr. Aderholt: Provide a table showing the resources, boLh dollars and 
sta=f, which have been expended on the Organic Certification ?rogram since 
its inception, including fiscal year 2013 and 2014 estimates. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 

Organic Regulatory and Certification Activities 
(Dollars in Millions) 

Fiscal Year Staff Years Funding 

1992 2 SO.12 

1993 2 O.Oj 

1994 5 0.50 

1995 7 0.54 

]996 7 0.5] 

1997 7 0.50 

:998 14 0.50 

: 999 15 0.92 

2000 11 1. 00 

2001 :5 1. 56 

2002 11 1. 60 

2003 13 1. 52 

2004 :3 1.97 

2005 11 1. 98 

2006 13 1. 99 

2007 13 2.00 
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Fiscal Year Staff Years Funding 

2008 14 3.13 

2009 19 3.88 

2010 28 6.97 

2011 35 6.92 

2012 33 6.92 

2013 est. 34 6.53 

2014 est. 43 9.03 

MARKETING NEWS SERVICE 

Mr. Aderholt: Under Market News Services, how much did AMS spend 
for :nandatory price reporting in FY 2011 and 2012 and how much does the 
Agency plan to spend in i"Y 2013 and FY 2014? 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 

Agricultural Markeling Service 
Market News Mandatory Reporting 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

Fiscal Year Livestock Dairy ~otal :vtandatory 
Mandatory Mandatory Market News 

:1 

2011 $6,459 $558 $7,517 

2012 6,355 588 7,803 

2013 Estimate 5,999 605 6,720 

2014 Estimate 6,398 502 6,617 

l/i"unding for Livestock ~andatory Reporting (LMR) were included 
in the total market news b~dget beginning in 2001. Funding for 
LMR continues to be included in Market News. Funding levels in 
fiscal years 2012, 2013 and 2014 reflect overall Market News 
Program budget changes. Expenditures include dedicated reporting 
activities and reporting system costs. 
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Mr. Aderholt: Did AMS eliminate or consolidate any market news 
reports in fiscal year 2011 or 2012, or does tt.e agency plan to do so in 
fiscal year 2013 or fiscal year 20l4? 

Response: :n FY 2011 and FY 2012, AMS eliminated approxi~ately 40 
individual Livestock, Poultry, and Grain Market News (LPGMN) reports. ~ost 

of these reports were redundant or underutilized; several reports were 
discontinued due to the closure of the auction market covered. In almost all 
cases, the information contained in those reports is still being captured and 
is still available to users via the AMS Market News Portal database. 

In FY 2012, Fruit and Vegetable Market News eliminated the Pittsburgh 
Wholesale Market Report due to the significant decline in size and importance 
of the market. Cotton and Tobacco Market News e~iminated the Long Staple 
Cotton Review report. 

In FY 2013 P...M3 has or plans to elininate or consolidate 30 more LPGMN 
reports. The majority of these reports will be co~soljdated into national or 
regional summary reports, eliminat~ng any redundant individual reports. 
Dairy Market News plans to eliminate 5-10 reports with minimal impact; to 
include reports with &'13 sourced information on two wholesale com~nodities, 
and a few summary reports. 

For ?Y 2014, additional changes iLl the number of reports may occur 
depending on resources and the recoIDEendations of an internal review 
committee, after consultation with stakeholders and report users. Cotton and 
Tobacco Market News will look at alternative methods to streamline ~he data 
collection and reporting for the Cotton Varieties Planted Report and the 
monthly forward contracting and cottonseed price components/sections of the 
Weekly Cotton Market Review. This could include issuing the reports less 
frequently or reducing the quantity of data reporced. 

SECTION 32 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provIde a ten-year table, including fiscal year 
2012, showing Section 32 end-of-year unobligated balances. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The informatIon follows;] 
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11 

Section 32 Commodity Purchases 
End-of-Year Unobligated Balances 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

Unobligat.ed 

286,160 

146,760 

500,00C 

293,530 

375,374 

The 2008 Farm Bi,l (P.L. 110-246, Section 4222) required that all 
unobligated balances be transferred to the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS), 
effective FY 2009. 

The FY 2010 Appropriations Bill (P.L. 111-80) required a portion of this 
balance be transferred to ?NS and the remaining amount was to be rescinded 
(Section 721). 

3/ Beginning in FY 2010, this program no longer reports unobliga::ed bala!1.cGs 
at the end of the fiscal year since all funds above the Section 32 authority 
are transferred LO FNS the following fiscal year. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a ten-year table, including projected 
fiscal year 2013 and 2014, that shows total obligations for Section 32 
purchases, and obligations that were incurred in September of each fiscal 
year for those ten years. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The infor~ation follows:] 
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Section 32 Obligations 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

Total Purchases 
Fiscal Year Annual September 

Obligations Obligations 

2004 $626,475 5324,287 

2005 548, s:a 76,744 

2006 630,805 144,273 

2007 721,751 53,271 

2008 699,369 95,549 

2009 906,813 90,823 

2010 939,658 201,323 

2011 683,717 326,206 

2C12 796,812 269,305 

2013 Estimate II 881,767 196,651 

2014 Estimate 1I 873,967 2l6,872 

:/ Section 32 September purchases are estimated for FY 2013 and FY 2014 based 
on a five year average since purchasing decisions are dependent on market 
conditlor.s which we are unable to predict. The annual purchase estimates do 
not inc1ude fL::nds set aside for the removal of defective commodities, State 
Option Contracts, or disaster assis~ance. Note: The National School Lunch 
Program purchases support the operational schedule of the Nation's public 
school system. 

Mo::, Aderholt: How much did AMS spend in fiscal years 2008 through 2012 
on removal of defective commodities? How much does AMS plan to spend on this 
effort In FY 2013 and 2014? Have any of these funds been obligated in fiscal 
year 2013 to date? Please include the definit:ion of defective com:nodity and 
explain what AMS does with those commodities after ~~ey are removed. 

Response: A defective commodity is defined as any commodity purchased 
for distribution under the various domestic nutrition assistance programs 
that the Secretary determines poses a health or safety risk. After a 
COTIunodity has been removed for health or safety reasons, it. is disposed of 
accordi~g to the ~ype of COIT~odity involved. 

fu'1S uses Section 32 funds for the removal of all defective cOID..rnodit.ies 
delivered through USDA domestic nutrition assistance p;:-ograms. At the 
beginning of each year, the Secretary authorizes $2,500,OCO for the removal 
of defective commodities, which is reserved in the event k'1S has to respond 
quickly to a public health cisk, Through May 10, 2013, $2,300,000 of the 
$2,500,000 has been allocated for removal and destruction costs related to 
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the recall of peanut butter products announced by the Food and Drug 
Administration on September 24, 2012. 

[The ir.formation follows:] 

Defective COrnTIodities 
in Thousands) 

~-------------T --

Amount 

2,500 

2,500 

Mr. Aderholt: What plans does AMS have to spend funds on the Section 
32 direct payment program in fiscal year 2013? Have any of these funds been 
obligated to date? What cormnodities qualify :or the direct payrnent program? 
How does AMS evaluate what commodities are approved for this program? 

Response: For fiscal year 2013, there are no plans to spend Section 32 
funds on any direct payment program, as general provision 722 in the FY 2013 
Appropriations Bill pyohibits direct payrnents under c.1.ause 3 of Section 32 (7 
USC 6120). 

Mr. Aderholt: How much did AMS spend in Lscal years 2008 through 
fiscal year 2012 to date on directed purchase, emergency surplus removal, 
direct payment program, and diversion payment program? P~ease provide a 
breakout 0:: ::hese obligations by each of these categories and by commodity. 
How much does the Department expect to spend in all of these categories by 
the end of fiscal year 2013? 

Response: .~~S did not have any directed purchases or diversion payment 
programs in fiscal years 2008 through 2013 to date. 

Emergency surplus removal activity is ofte~ seasonal in nature due to 
c:!:"ops and environmental impacts. It is difficult to predict the need that will 
arise i~ a current year. See the tables below for specific emergency surplus 
removal purchases and direct payments to producers to restore purchase power. 

[The informa-::ion follows: J 
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EMERGENCY SURPLUS REMOVA1., 
(Dollars in Millions) 

FY 2013 
(Thru 

Commodity FY 2008 ,y 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 April) 

Apricots $5.2 

Beans 24.9 

Beef 37.4 

Blueberries 11. 0 7.0 $16.0 

Catfish 5.0 8.3 $9.9 

Cherries 11.2 33.1 

Chicken 46.4 13.6 $39.9 50.0 

Cranberries 17.9 5.0 

Dates 2.7 

Figs 5.0 

Grapefruit J-uice 11.0 4.3 

Lamb 0.6 1.9 11.8 

Orange Juice 29.5 

Peaches & Mixed Fruit 30.9 11. 3 

Pears 3.8 7.8 

Pll1ms 10.8 4.9 

Pork 17.9 96.5 36.7 100.0 

Potatoes (incl. sweet) 25.3 25.0 

Strawberries 3.3 7.0 6.6 

Tomatoes 3.9 2.7 5.8 4.5 

Turkey 58.6 35.0 

Wa.:!.nuts 27.7 

Total 53.6 319." 300.9 56.1 171.7 96.4 
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Direct ?ayrr.ent Program* 
(Dollars Thousands) 

Description 

?roducers in North Dako:a as a result of 

floodir.g that ravaged the region 

Support to South Dakota's Cheyenile River ar,.d 

Standing Rock Sioux Tribes as a result of 

severe vJinter weather conditions 

Support to poultry producers in Arkansas who 

suffered losses in December 2008 

Suppor~ to farm raised aquaculture producers 

in Arkansas during caleadar year 2009 

Support to producers of upland cotton, rice, 

soybear:.s, an.d sweet potatoes who suffered 

.losses during the 2009 crop year 

FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 20lL 

$750 

$3,375 

60,000 

20,000 

$268,000 

* No direct payments were made in FY 2008 and FY 2012 and none will be made 
in FY 2013. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a ::able showing the amounts expended for 
Emergency Surplus Removal and Disaster Relief for fiscal years 2008 through 
2012. Add a similar table showing the amounts expended from Sectio!: 32 to 
restore producer purc~asing power. 

Response: The i~formation is submitted for the record. 

:The .i nfocnation follows: J 

Description 

Emergency Surplus 

Removal 

Disaster Relief 

Restore Producer 

Purchasing Power 

Selected Sec Lion 32 ~ctivities 

(Do!lars in Thousands) 

FY 2008 FY 2009 ?y 2010 

$53,6~4 $319,5,3 $300,888 

1,722 282 

750 83,375 

FY 2011 

$56,115 

4,321 

268,000 

?y 2012 

$171,726 

447 



93

DETERMINATION Of AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY SURPLUS 

Mr. Aderholt: The Secretary has the authority to use Section 32 funds 
to remove surplus com.:nodi ties from the market and bolster producer prices. 
Provide a list of each time the Secretary used this authority and the amount 
used for fiscal years 2008 through 2012, and to date in fiscal year 2013. 
Please describe the procedure by which USDA determines that a surplus exists 
in the :narketplace. 

Response: USDA constantly evaluates individual commodity markets for 
cyclic downturns in prices and negative returns to producers that jeopardize 
the long- term viability of 'Che Nation's production capaci ty. AgriculturaJ" 
production varies from year to year. Weather, growing conditions, and 
cyclical production patterns con~ribute to variations in supply_ USDA 
conducts emergency surplus removal of commodities, also know::1 as bonus 
commodity purchases, to help stabilize prices in agricultural commodity 
markets. 

Decisions on whether or not to support a particular market through 
Sec:ion 32 purchases are based on an objec~ive analysis of market factors. 
To determine the need for a specific surplus commodity purchase! AMS conducts 
an economic assessment of commodity ~arket conditions. Demand factors such as 
domestic consumption and exports are examined in relationship to supply 
factors such as domestic production, imports, and inventories. Prices paid to 
producers relative to the cost of production also play an iffiportan~ role in 
determining whether the industry is in a state of excess supply. 
Recommendations for a surplus cornoodity purchase generally address current 
market conditions that can be improved in the short term by that purchase. 

The infor:natior: is submitted for the record. 

lThe information follows:] 
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Com:modity 

Prod:J.cts 

Beans 
31ueberries 
Cherries 
Cranberries 
Dates 
Figs 
Grape::r'...li-: Juice 
Orange Juice 
?eaches & Mixed Fr'Jits 
Pears 
Plums 
Potatoes (i::l.Cl. SHeet) 
Strawberries 
Tomatoes 
Walnuts 

S:lb~otal, 

Special-c.y Crops 

3eef 
Catfish 
:'amb 
Pork 

Subtotal, 
Ii vestock & Seed 

Chicken 
Turkey 

Subtotal, 
POL:ltry Products 

10:.:a1, Su::::p::'us Reroova2-

ENERGENCY SURPLUS REMOVAI.., 

{Do::ars in Millions) 

FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 

- $13. ~ I $49.7 
$5.2 

24.9 I 
11.0 ";.0 

11.7. 33.1 
: 7.9 
2.7 

- - ".0 
11. 0 

29.50 
30.9 

3.8 7.8 
- 10.8 

25.3 
3.3 7.0 

3.9 7..7 5.8 
27.7 -

35.1 109.7 203.0 

37.4 
5.0 8.3 

0.6 1.9 
17.9 96.5 36.7 

18.5 104.8 811.3 

- 46 . .:; 13.6 
58.6 

- 105.0 13.6 

53.6 ]1 g." 300.9 

FY 2C:i:i F'!' 2012 

- -

- -

-

11. 3 -

4.9 
- -

-

~6. 2 

- 9.9 
11. 8 

10C.O 

121.7 

39.9 50.0 
- -

39.9 50.0 

56.l 1'11. ! 

FY 2013 
To dat.e 

-
$16.0 

5.0 

-
4.3 

-

-
25.0 

6.6 
4.5 

61.4 

-

-I 
I 

35.0 I 

35.0 

96.4 

Mr. Aderholt: Prov-,--de a table showing the detai':s of 'the admir.lstrative 
expenses account to include fiscal years 2009 thro~gh estimated 2013. 

Response: l'te informat:'..or: is submitted for the reco:!:'d. 

[The information follows:] 
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Section 32 Ad.'1'.inlst:r-ative Obligations 
(Dol. :'ars in Thousands) 

Activity FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 

$33,538 $27,151 $27,731 

19,849 20,056 

Total 47,000 4"1,787 

RESEARCH AND PROMOTION PROGRAMS 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a status of AMS' actions as it relates to 
any OIG reports covering research and promotion reports in fiscal years 2012 
and fiscal year 2013 to date. List all recommendations and a sta~us of the 
recommendation. 

Response: The USDA Office of Inspector Gene~al (OIG) conducted two 
audits pertaining to research and promotion programs overseen by AMS i~ fiscal 
years 2012 and 20]3: 

Ii Agricultural Marketing Service's Oversight of Federally 
Authorized Research and Promotion Board Activities (Report No: 
01099-0032-Hy, Issued 3/28/12) 

The following two recorrune:1dations have been implemented by AMS: 

k~S has strengthe:1ed internal controls related to its oversight of 
board activities and develop Standard Operating Procedures; 

AMS has developod guidance to conduct periodic internal reviews of 
its progress in strengthening overslgh~. 

II) AMS Oversight of the Beef Research and Promotion Board's 
Activities (Report No 01099-001-21 Tssued 3/29/13) 

The following two recommendations are being implemented by AMS and are 
on schedule: 

Development and implementation of standard operating procedures 
for management ~eviews specific to the Beef Board: fu~S is 
developing procedures specific to the Beef Board and will conduct 
a management review by October 2013. 

Direct the Beef Board to require detailed estimates of project 
implementation costs (from its contractors) prior to authorizing 
the projects/contracts: fu~S is working with Beef Board 
:::nanagement to develop the necessary criteria and documentation 
for this which will be implenented by September 2013. 
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Mr. Aderholt: Provide a list of all research and promotion programs 
that receive funding from FAS, including how much each receives, for 
fiscal year 2011 and 2012 and estiTIated fOe 2013. 

Response: In 2011, 2012, and 2013 three research and promotion 
programs chartered under authority of the Agricultural Marketing Service 
received funding from the Foreign Agricultural Se~vice (FAS). Funding 
levels are as follows: 

Research & Promotion 
FAS Funding Market Access Program 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

FY 2013 
Commodity Board E'Y 2011 FY 2012 Est. 

National Watermelo:1 Board $253 $280 $300 

Popcorn Board 314 392 397 

NaLional Potato Promotion Board 5,260 6,600 6,000 

Mr. Aderholt: Were any new research and promotion programs added in 
fiscal year 2011 and 2012? Does the Agency expect to add any in fiscal year 
2013 or 2014? 

Response: In 2011, AMS implement.ed the Softwood Lumber Research 
Promotion, Consumer Education and Industry Information Order. The Christmas Tree 
Research and Promotion Program was established in 2011, however, the program was 
delayed indefinitely to provide additional time for USLlA to reach out to the 
Christmas tree industry and the public. 

The Processed Raspberry Promotion, Research and Information Order too;': 
effect in May 2012. 

AMS does no~ anticipate any programs for fiscal year 2013, however, 
Paper and Paper-Based Packagi~g and Hardwood and Hardwood Plywood may be 
initiated in fiscal year 2014. 
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RESEARCH AND PROMO,:ON PROGRAMS 

Mr. Aderholt.: Provide a table that displays research cooperative 
agreements for FYs 2009 through 2012. 

Response: AMS enters into cooperative agreements that support applied 
research on marketing issues, rather than basic scientific research. Below 
is a listing of the agreements for fiscal year 2009 through 2012. 

[The information follows:] 

~ ______ -, __ ~F~i~s~c~a=1~Y~e=a=r=-=2~O~O~9~C~o~o~p~e=r=a~t~iv~e~R~e~s~e=a=r=c=h~A=g~r=e==e=m=e=n~t=s~ ____________ -1 
Agreement 

Number 

A-5068 

A-5069 

A-5082 

A-5104 

A-SI0'7 

A-5194 

A-S195 

A-5197 

A-5204 

A-520S 

Cooperator 

Upper Great Plains 
1'ransportation 

Institute 

Agricultural 
Transportation Research 

Institute 
University of Sao 

Paulo, Brazil 

Board of Trustees of 
the University of 

Illinois 
Pacific Coast Farmers' 

Market Association 

Upper G~eat Plains 
Transportation 

Institute 

Michigan Stat.e 
University 

Agricultural 
Transportation Research 

Institute 
Graham Avenue business 

Improvemenl District 

FamilyFarmed,Org 

Project 

Agricultural 
Transportation 

Information Center for 
Reseacch and Policy 

Agricultural Shippers 
Workshop and SUIDrnary 

Repo!:t 
Brazi2. Soybean 

Transpor~ation Report 
2009 

51;:[1 National Small ?arm 
Conference, 

Springfield, Illinois 
Target rr;arketing 

project wich Pacific 
Coast Far~ers ~arket 

Association 
Agricultural 

Transportation 
Information Center for 

Research and Policy 
The 2010 Natio~al 

Survey of US Farmers 
Market Managers, Phase 

I 

Agricultural Shippers 
Workshop and Summary 

Report 
Strengthening the 

Graham Avenue Farmers 
Market: Increas~ng 

Healthy food Access and 
Enhancing Marketi~g 

Opport.unity for Farmers 
Market Vendors 

Safeguarding Our Food 
Preparing Farmers for 

Food Safety Audits 

Amount 

$34,470 

8,900 

26,000 

10,000 

29,500 

55,660 

/.2, 000 

33,000 

94,000 

10,000 
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Agreement 
Number 

A-5222 

A-S092 

Total 

Agreement 
Number 

A-5254 

A-5263 
fund I and 

Amd II 

A-5269 

A-5277 

A-5355 

A-5358 

A-5388 

Total 

Cooperator Project 

Wallace Center at Value Chain Research 
Winrock Collaboration Project 

Project for Public 7"C~ International Publ::'c 
Space Markets Conference 

San Francisco, CA 

Fiscal Year 2010 Cooperative Research Agreements 

Cooperator 

University of Sao 
Paulo, Brazil 

Michigan State 
University 

Agricultural 
Transportation Research 

Institute 
Wallace Center at 

Winrock 
Upper Great Plains 

Transportation 
Institute 

Texas AgriLIFE Research 

Eastern Market 
Corporation 

Wallace Center at 
Winrock 

Project 

Brazil Soybean Report 

National Survey of U.S. 
Farmers Market Manaqers 

Phase II 
Agricultural Shippers 
Wo::-kshop and Summary 

Report 
Value Chain Research 

Phase II 
Agricultural 

Transportatior. 
Information Center for 
~esearch and Policy 

Impacts of Improvements 
in Brazi::"s 

Transportation 
Infrastructure on the 
U.S. Cotton Industry 
Detroit Fresh Food 

Network: Developing a 
Model Urba~ Hea"thy Food 

Hub 
Regio~al Food Hub 

Collaboration 

Amount 

11,000 

10,000 

$344,530 

Amount 

$26,000 

106,8CO 

39,000 

16,000 

57,860 

15,500 

100,000 

37,400 

$398,560 
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Fiscal Year 2011 Cooperative Research Agreements 

Agreement 
Cooperator Project Amount 

Number 

A-5355 AInd 1 Texas AgriLIFE Irr.pacts of Improvements $15,500 
Research in Brazil's 

Transporcation 
Infrastructure on the 
U.S. Cotton Industry 

A-5388 Winrock lnternational Collaborate on research 37 ,400 
Wallace Center to understand food hubs 

A-5478 Fundacao de Estudos Brazil Soybean 20,000 
Agrarios Luiz de T:::-ansportation Report 

Queiroz l University 2011 
of Sao Paulo, Brazil 

A-548O Upper Great Plains Agricultural 47,800 
Transportation Transportation Center 

Institute for Research and Policy 
A-5481 Wi:-trock International National Food Hub Phase 30,000 

Institut.e for II 
Agricultural 

Developrnent(Wallace 
Center) 

A-5554 Agricultural Ag Shipper Workshops 37,500 
Transportation 

Institute 
A-5555 Texas AgriLIFE c.s. Grain a:1d Soybean 25,000 

Research Exports cO Mexico by 
Final Destination 

A-5563 Soy Transportation 2012 Agricultural 25,000 
Coalition Transportation 

Conference 
A-5567 Upper Great Plair.s Grain and Oilseed 15,000 

Transportation Export Profile 
Institute 

A-5568 Cornell University Assessing the economic 17,000 
impact of food hubs 

Total $270,200 

Fiscal Year 2012 Cooperative Research Agreements 

Agreement 
Cooperator Project Amount 

Number 

A-5388 Winrock Internatior.al Collaborate on research $37,400 
Wallace Center to understand the scope 

and scale of food hub 
operations 

A-5481 Winrocr:: International National Food Hub Phase 30,000 
Institute for II 
Agricultl1ral 

8evelopment(Wallace 
Center) 
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Agreement 
Number 

A-5568 Arod 

A-5624 

A-S625 

A-5628 

A-5629 

A-5631 

A-5633 

A-5634 

A-5636 

A-5637 

1\-5639 

A-5640 

A-5641 

A-5660 

A-5661 

A-5662 

Cooperator 

Cornell U~~versity 

Fundacao de Estudos 
Agrarios Luiz de 

Queiroz, University 
of Sao Paulo, Brazil 

Michi.gan St:atc 
Universi::y 

Board of Trustees of 
Tennessee State 

University 
Upper Great Plains 

Transportation 
Institute 

Project for Public 
Space 

Fresh Moves 

Gorge Grown 

Agricultural 
Transportation 

Institute 
University of 

Wisconsin- Madison 

University of 
Wisconsin- ~adison 

Kansas Stale 
University 

Michigan State 
University 

University of 
Kentucky Research 

Foundation 

Lehigh University 

UniversIty of 
Maryland 

Project 

Assessing the economic 
impact of food hubs 

Brazil Soybean 
Transportation Report 

2012 

GSDA Natior-al Farmers 
Market Directory - 2012 

Update 
6th National Small Farms 
Conference r Memphis, TN 

Amount 

15,000 

20,000 

40,500 

10,000 

Agricultural 47,800 
Transportation 

Ir.formation Center for 
Research and Policy 

8th International Public 
Markets 

Conference, Cleveland, OH 
Facilitating Expanded 

Food Access and Research 
Through ~lobile Markets 
Facilitating Expanded 

Food Access and Research 
Through Mobile Markets 

Ag Shipper vJorkshops 

Measuring Effects of 
Mobile Markets on Healthy 

Food Choices 
Local and Regional Food 

Supply Chain Match Making 
Event 

U.S.-South America Ocea!1 
Grain Freight Spreads 

USDA's National Farmers 
Marke~ Directory 2013 
Contin~ous Update Form 

National Study of 
Conmunity Supported 
Agriculture (CSA) 

Operations 
Impacts of Relationship

Based O~line Marketing 
and Social ~edia Use on 

CSA Programs 
Impacts of Relationship
Based O~line Marketing 

and Social Media Use on 
CSA Programs 

10,000 

45,000 

25,000 

45,000 

64,465 

45,000 

20,000 

131, 000 

19,940 

39,800 
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Agreement 
Number 

A-5663 

Total 

Cooperator 

Farmers Market 
Coalition 

Project 

Assessing the Retul:"n on 
Public Investment in the 

USDA Far;-r~ers Market 
Promotion Program 

PLA~T VARIETY PROTECTION ACT 

Amount 

20,000 

$715,745 

Mr. Aderholt: Provide a table for the Plant Variety Pro~ection Act that 
shows the number of applications received! the number of applicat:ons pending 
action! the number of applications approved! the number of certificates 
issued, and the number that expired to include fiscal year 2012 and estimates 
for 2013. Also include the average time it takes AMS Lo approve of an 
application- from the time of receipt to final approval. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 

Plant Variety Protection Program 

Status of Application 

FY 2012 

Applications Received 

Applications Pending Action 

Applications Approved 

Certificates Issued 

Applications that are abandoned, denied, 
ineliqible, or withdrawn 

Expired Certificates 21 

491 

1,109 

570 

315 

20 

208 

FY 2013 

150 

800 

700 

600 

50 

112 

1/ Includes certificates issued plus those recorunended for issuance by ehe 
examiner. 

?i Certificates expire after 18 to 20 years. 

fiscal year 2012, 315 cer~ificates were issued with an average 
processing time of 2.9 years (processing tl~e increased while the office is 
working at eliminating cases from the inventory that are more than 4 years 
old). The Plant VarieLy Protection Office (PVPO) has instituted process 
improveTIents to help reduce the average time for application approval based 
on an analysis conducted in ?Oll. Several factors affec-: the number of 
applications approved and processing time including: 

number of applications received! which fluctuate based on: 
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o economics of seed developers 
o value of the developed varieties 

number of applications pending action 
number of staff available within the PVPO to complete the 
analysis, and 
quality of the applications submitted. 

REIMBURSABLES 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update last year's hearing record to show 
reimbursement made to ocro for support in =iscal years 2012 th~ough estimates 
for fiscal year 2014? 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:} 

OCIO 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

FY 2014 
ocro ACTIVITIES FY 2012 FY 2013 Estimate 

e-Gov Initiatives $485 $484 $492 

Network Services 788 864 880 

Teleco:n Services 1,700 1,853 1,886 

E::1terprise Data Center 
Cos:: Management (NITC) 8,391 8,668 8,824 

Total $11,364 $11,869 $12,082 

STANDARDIZATION PROGruL~ COSTS 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing standardization 
prograill costs by commodity for fiscal years 2012, 2013, and 2014. 

Response: ':::'he information is submitt8d for ~he record. 

lThe information follows:l 
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Standardization Program Cost 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

Programs IT 2012 IT 2013 IT 2014 
Estimate Estimate 

Cotton and Tobacco $1,407 $1,373 $1,404 

Dairy Products 702 686 745 

Fruits and Vegetables 1,400 1,367 1,540 

Livestock, Poultry and Seed 1, 145 1,121 1, 187 

Science 125 120 100 

Total $4,779 $4,667 $4,9)6 

COMMODITY ?ROCOREMENT ACTIVlTIES 

Mr. Aderholt: What steps are being taken to correct and improve 
management cont~ols, accountability for contaninated products, corrective 
actions, and sampling procedures concernir.g AMS ' oversight of the commodity 
purchases? Please address each issue separately. 

Response: AMS continually reviews management controls, accountability 
for contaminated products, corrective actions, and sampling procedures 
concerning AMS' oversight of the commodity purchases. ?roducts that have 
been found to be non-compliant with purchase requirements are diverted from 
USDA purchase programs and ~ust be accounted for through traceability 
reporcing as to the disposition of the product. AMS has various programs in 
place to ensure any corrective actions identified through internal or 
external audits are documented and found to be effective through on-going 
verifica~ion and monitoring audits perfor~ed by AMS. 

Mr. Ade~holt: Please provide the Subcommittee with information 
discovered over the past year on state and local purchases of lean finely 
tex~ured beef as part of the National School Lunch Program. 

Response: fu~S does not collect statistics on purchases made at the 
state and local levels, and therefore cannot provlde information on state and 
local purchases of lean finely textured beef. 

However, USDA does purchase beef for schools participating in the 
National School Lunch Program. Although lean finely textured beef is a safe 
and :lu:::ritious source of beef, US:JA offered recipients the op-+.:ion to order 
items ~hat do not contai~ lean finely cextured beef starting with deliveries 
in July 2012. This decision was in response to concerns by a number of 
customers. In fiscal year 2012, schools ordered 3.2 million pounds of 
products containing lean finely textured beef out of a total of 316.7 million 
pounds of beef ordered by schools, represe~ting 1 percent of total orders. 
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FARMERS' MARKET PROMOTION PROGRfu~ 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the Committee on the costs and 
activities of the Farmers' MarkeL Promotion Program. 

Response: 
September 21, 2012. 

In fiscal year 2012, 131 grants were announced on 
These awards totaled 59,003,831. 

[The information follows:] 

new EBT 

State 

ALASKA 

ARIZONA 

FY 2012 FARMERS MARKET PROMOTION PROGRAM GRANTS 

EE existing EBT project ElSE - new and existing EBT 

Recipient and Purpose 

Juneau Arts and Humanities Council, 
~Juneauf AK, to exparld the Juneau farmers 
Market, enabling local fishermen to sell 
fish at the farmers market and attract a 
large~ clientele through advertising, 
purchasing refrigeration and market 
display equipment, and buying 
promotional materials. 

Historic Globe Downtown Association, 
Globe l AZ, to increase vendor 
participation and customer shopping 
through the purchase of promotional 
materials, signage, and vendor equipment 
or use at the Globe-Miami Farmers 
Market. 

Baja Arizo~a Sustainable Agriculture, 
Tucson, AZ, to purchase supplies, 
educational materials, advertising and 
promotional items r develop an 
advertising campaign and community and 
producer education programs, and market 
and p~omote :our farmers markets in 
Cochise County. 

Tempe Community Aclio~ Agency, Tempel 
AZ, to establish a new farmers market, 
increase marketing opportunities for 
local growers, aDd improve food access 
to ~esidents of a food desert by hiring 
a market manager and promoti~g the 
market to resider:.ts with a;) advertising 
campaign. 

$17,687 

$11,103 

$78,739 

$49,522 
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E new EBT 

ARKANSAS 

CALIFORNIA 

FY 2012 FARMERS MARKET PROMOTION PROGRAc'l GRANTS 

EE = existing EST project E/EE = new and existing EBT 

EE 

Recipient and Purpose 

La Lucha Space, Conway, ARt to increase 
the supply and availability of healthy 
local food to the region's food desert 
residents by establishing six new retail 
food stores and a new vendor development 
program, holding a lessons-learned 
workshop for market ~anagers, and 
publishing a manual for local food 
system workers. 

Fresh Approach, Concord, CA, to develop 
and operate a mobile farmers' market in 
five food desert communities in Contra 
Costa County, California t and to provide 
culturally appropriate health and 
nutrition education for mobile market 
customers to promote healthy food 
choices. 

Northern California Regional Land Trust, 
Chico, CAl to build an online direct
marketing website to take customer 
orders that will be filled by a network 
of small and mid-size farmers in ~he 
Northern California counties of Butte l 

Gle~, and Tehama. 

Siskiyou County Econo~ic Development 
Council, Yreka, CA, to develop a 
marketing campaign to increase the 
direct sales volume of small farmers in 
Siskiyou and Shasta counties by creating 
a database of producers and products, 
building a website, and creating a 
printed map s~owing the locations of 
farms, farmers markets, farm stands t and 
U-pick operations. 

Heart of the City Farmers Market, San 
Francisco, CA, to increase access of 
SNAP, Cal?resh and conventional 
customers to fresh food and increase EBT 
usage by: 1) opening the Market one 
additional day weekly, 2) increasing 
outreach to SNAP recipients, 3) 
purchasing market supplies, and 4) 
installing signage. 

Award 

$87,425 

$89,496 

$78,30e 

$80,0~5 

$93,778 
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E new EBT 

State 

FY 2012 FARMERS MARKET PROMOTION PROGRAM GRANTS 

existing EBT project EIEE new and exiscing EST 

Recipient and Purpose 

Ven~ce Action Committee, Venice, CAl to 
create an online community of farmers 
markets and others to serve farmers 
T.arkets and ~nite the farmers market 
indust=y by purchasing an enterp~ise 
computer and developing algorithms, 
software, and user interfaces to better 
serve communities in need and act as a 
cornrrmnications ::'001 for farmers markets 
managers. 

Charles R. Drew University of Medicine 
and Scie~cet Los Angeles, CA, to 
purchase supplies, advertising, and 
needed equipment to open and operate a 
monthly farmers market at the 20,000-
member Crenshaw Christian Center in 
South Los Angeles. 

East Stanislaus Resource Conservation 
District, Modesta, CA, to expand the 
season of operation for its West Modesto 
Farmers Market to a year-round farmers 
market, create a marketing campaign and 
website, purchase signage, and make 
pub:ic service announcements to promote 
Stanislaus County farms, farmers, fane 
products, and residents. 

West Snterprise Ce~ter, dba West 
Company, Fort Bragg, CA, to encourage 
Commu~ity Supported Agriculture (CSA) 
operations in Mendocino County with an 
analysis of the potential CSA market, 
traininq and support of local producers 
to participate in CSAs, and promotion of 
CSAs to the comrr.cmity. 

Plumas Rural Services, Quincy, CA, to 
increase the number and skill of small 
farmers in the Northern Sierra area by 
creating a farmer marketing network and 
training farmers in production and 
marke~ing techniques. 

To City of Woodland, CA, for a marketing 
and promotional campaign to heighten 
public awareness of and increase vendor 
participation in the Woodland ?armers 
Market. 

$97,175 

$81,240 

$84,778 

$94,016 

$91,416 

$42,976 
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E new EBT 

COLORADO 

CONNECTICUT 

FY 2012 FARMERS MARKET PROMOTION PROGRAI1 GRANTS 

EE ~ existing EET project EIEE ~ new and existing EBT 

Recipient and Purpose 

~rust for Conservation Innovation, San 
Francisco, CA, to promote direct 
producer-to-consumer marketi~g through 
CSAs and farm stands to faith-based 
groups in Northern California witt a 
conference I outreach, technical 
assistance, training, and resource 
materials. 

Ci~y of Lancaster, CA, to promote its 
farmers market through workshops and an 
educational campaign that will increase 
low-income and low-food-access 
consumers' access to healthy food and 
increase market sales. 

Southern Ute Community Action Programs, 
Inc., Ignacio, CO, to support five 
publicity eve~ts to promote local 
producers in La Plata County, which 
includes the organization of chef 
competitions, bike tours, translators, 
and producer-buyer workshops. 

Sherwood Project, Denver, CO, to expand 
sales of local farmers by purchasing 
cooling and storage equipment, signage, 
and training personnel to distribute 
weekly boxes of fresh organic food to 70 
families who live in a food desert using 
food sourced from local farns and 10 
micro-farms that will be established in 
the targeted area. 

Hartford Food System, Hartford, CT 1 to 
study pronotional methods at six 
successful farmers market and apply the 
lessons learned to the North End Market, 
which serves a nearby high-poverty area 
and to supply the market with 
promotional materials. 

Central Connecticut Regional Planning 
Agency, Bristol, CT, to expand Urban 
Oaks Farmers Market capacity to serve 
more of the low-income, low food-access 
surrounding communit.y and enable more 
farmers to participate in the market by 

Award 

$87,209 

$27,000 

$42,709 

$87,548 

$77,208 

$70,533 
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E new EBT 

State 

DISC::RICT OF 

COLUMBIA 

FLORIDA 

FY 20:2 FARMERS MARKET PROMOTION PROGRAM GRANTS 

EE - existing EET project E/EE = new and existing EBT 

EE 

EiE 
E 

Recipient and Pu;pose 

increasing storage and display capacity 
at the market and increasing the 
market's service range by purchasing a 
refrigerated truck to make deliveries of 
fresh produce to markets. 

DC Greens, Inc., Washington, DC, to: 1) 
increase cus~orner participation at 4 
farmers ~arkets; a~d 2) reach low-~ncome 
and Federal nutrition benefit recipients 
in the market neighborhoods, with a 
targeted outreach into neighboring 
commu~ities, direct mailings, cooking 
demonstrations, and improved market 
5ignage, resulting in better health for 
marKet patrons and an increase in sales 
for 40 farmers. 

University of the District of Columbia, 
Washington, DC, to establish two new 
farmers marke~s in a low-income 
neighborhood of Washington, DC, and 
provide transportation options for 
seniors. 

Earth Learning, Inc., Miami, FL, to 
create Harvest Markets, a food hub for 
sustainably-grown local foods in 
southern Florida that will make local 
farm products available to low-income 
communities through an expanded farmers 
market and a new mobile market, both of 
which will accept SNAP/EBT. 

Broward Regio~al Health Planning 
Council, Hollywood, FL, to create three 
new farmers markets and form a network 
of farmers and farmers markets i?:1 food 
desert areas in Broward County. 

Health Foundation of South Florida, 
Inc., Miami, FL, to open three new 
farmers markets that will give residents 
of low-income regions of Miami-Dade 
County access to fresh, local food, 
provide an educat..Lor.. program in healthy 
eating for youth, and develop a 
community outreach program with signage, 
advertisements, and TV commercials. 

$94,150 

$73,500 

$93,902 

$89,736 

$91,267 
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E new EBT 

State 

GEORGIA 

<Y 2012 FARMERS MARKET PROMOTION PROGRAM GRANTS 

EE existing EBT project E/EE new and existing SBT 

EE 

Recipient and Purpose 

City of Tallahassee, FL, to increase the 
amount of fresh, local food in a low
income food desert by providing 
educational workshops to train =arffiers 
in direct sales and marketing value
added products and demonstrating to 
residents the be~efits of fresh, locally 
grown food. 

Clara White Mission, Inc., Jacksonville, 
FL, to develop a farm, farmers market, 
and vocational training program that 
will help train food desert residents as 
producers and market vendors and give 
access to fresh, local food to residents 
of a low-income community. 

Florida West Coast RC&D Council, Inc., 
Ellenton, FL, to aid local food co-ops 
that provide fresh, locally grown food 
by developing a new single-point 
delivery system consisting of 
refrigerated storage and refrigerated 
transporta~ion to the four co-ops 
located adjacent to food desert area, 
training the co-ops to recruit new 
members, and promoting the co-ops to 
consumers. 

Georgia Organics, Inc., Atlanta, GA, to 
promote six farmers markets, five of 
which are in low-income communities, by 
employing welcome activities, online 
engagement, and an advertising campaign 
to increase healthy food access for low 
income individuals and communities. 

Telfair County Board of Commissioners, 
McRae, GA, to develop a new farmers 
marke~ and enable a wider variety of 
vendors including limited-resource and 
minority farmers to sell at the market 
by enhancing product storage capacity 
and securing necessary market equipmen::. 

HealLh Care Central Georgia dba 
Commu~ity Health Works, Macon, GA, to 
promote the expansion of the Mulberry 
Street Market through: 1) an extensive 
marketing and educational campaign, that 

$68,600 

$81,040 

$23,968 

$73,203 

$63,153 

$87,165 
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E new EBT 

FY 2012 FARI1ERS 1"J\RKET PROMOTION PROGRA'I GRANTS 

EE existing EBT project E/EE = new and existing EET 

E 

Recipient and Purpose 

will also increase access of SNAP 
recipients with EBT; and 2) provide a 
mobile market to bring wholesome =ood to 
customers in food deserts. 

Clarkston Community Center, Clarkston, 
GA, to provide marketing a~d information 
exchange opportunities and increased 
market capacity for refugee farmers by 
creating a food hub, implementing 
promotional and advertising campaigns, 
purchasing cold storage equipment, and 
expanding the Clarkston Farmers ~arket 
from monthly to weekLY operation. 

Truly Livi.ng Well Center for Urban 
Agriculture, East Point, GA, to serve 
consumers living in Atlanta food deserts 
and train new farmers to sell at farmers 
markets by: 1) expanding the delivery 
system from local urban farms to several 
farmers markets, 2) purchasing equipment 
~o swipe EST cards and train vendors in 
its use, enabling its markels co accept 
SNAP and EBT, 3} training new farmers to 
sell at the markets, and 4) developing a 
marketing campaign with siqnage and 
promotional materials to inform 
residents in Atlanta food deserts. 

Cownunity Farmers Markets, InepI 
Atlanta, GA, ~o enlarge the capacity of 
the Grant Park and East ,n.t.1 ant a Village 
Farmers Markets, located in food 
deserts, by providing ~raining and 
mentoring in farm-to-market for farmers 
and expanding o~treach into nearby low
income areas to promote a "Double SNAP" 
program. 

Athens Land Trust, Athens, GAr to 
estab:ish a farmers market in a low
inco:r.le part of Athens and promote the 
market to the cO:T'lnunity by recr'Jiting 
and training vendors, conducting 
outreach and marke~jng to consumers, 
insta:ling cold storage equipment, and 
initiating educational programs to 
promote healthy cooking and eating 
practices. 

$89,875 

$68,750 

$87,041 

$89,529 
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E new EBT 

HAWAII 

ILLINOIS 

FY 2012 FARMERS MARKET PROMOTION PROGRAM GRANTS 

EE existing EBT project E/EE ~ new and existing EBT 

Recipient and Purpose 

Lowndes County Partnership for Health, 
Inc., Valdosta, GA, for a community
supported agricultural center that will 
serve as a food hub and educational 
center to increase access to affordable, 
nutri~ious, local food in low-ir.come 
food deserts in South Georgia by 
purchasing a mobile farmers market van, 
offering a series of workshops to train 
vendors, and establishing commu~ity 
gardens for resident use. 

Hawaii's Volcano Circus, Pahoa, HI, to 
increase the availability of fresh local 
foods and increase the economic activity 
of the region by establishing a mobile 
commercial kit:che:1 rental program for 
farmers and conducting outreach to 
expand the products avaiiable at the 
SPACS Farmers Market. 

Fuller Park Community Development 
Corporation, Chicago, IL, to develop the 
Eden Place Nature Center Farmers Market 
by increasing the number of market days 
and recruiting more vendors to provide 
pre-sold CSA vegetables boxes to low
income residents. 

Coalition of Limited Enqlish Speaking 
Elderly, Chicago, IL, to offer business 
and marketing training and to create a 
CSA to be ope~ated by urban refugee 
farmers in Chicago for consumers in a 
low-income neighborhood. 

Angelic Organics Learning Center, 
Caledonia, IL, to develop two farmers 
markets, two farm stands, and a CSA 
operation in food desert areas, to 
conduct direct marketing training and 
promotions, and pilot a food aggregation 
center. 

Loyola University of Chicago, Chicago, 
IL, for a promotional campaign to 
increase patronage at the Loyola Farmers 
Market by members of its low-income and 
elderly community through targeted 

Award 

$96,858 

$86,433 

$90,130 

$28,108 

$97,440 

$47,583 
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E 

Recipient and Purpose 

direct mailing to announce food benefits 
programs accepted by the market and to 
educate consumers about food 
prepara:::.ion. 

Catholic Charities of the Archdiocese of 
Chicago, Chicago, IL, to increase a low
income area's access to local fresh 
fruit and vegetables by establishing and 
promoting a mobile farmers market that 
will offer fresh local products and 
provide cooking demonstrations and 
nutri LLon ir:format:ion. 

Joliet Junior College District, Joliet, 
IL, to expand a farmers market into a 
weekly event, purchase market supplies 
and equipment, secure promotional 
materials and advertising, conduct 
training and outreach for farmers and 
consumers, and obtain EST capacity to 
serve the neighborhood's low-income 
residents. 

Jacksonville Main Street, Jacksonville, 
IL, for a canpaign to promote the 
Farmers Market on the Square to downtown 
residents, low-income res~dents in food 
deserts, and visitors. 

City of Freeport, IL, to create and 
establish the Food Enterprise Center, a 
shared-use comrnuni ty kitchen, ,:t'ood 
business incubator, and public market 
serving a low-income area in Freeport. 

Plainfield Chamber of COR~erce, 
Plainfield, IN, to promote and expand 
the Plainfield Farmers Market and to 
develop a comprehensive marketing plan 
for vendor and customer recruitment. 

City of Davenport, IAI to establish a 
year round market for local and regional 
foods at the Freight House Farners 
Market by purchasing; 1) refrigerated 
storage and value added processing and 
packaging equipment, 2) infrastructure 
for electronic purchasi~g, a~d 3) 
creating a certified kitchen incubator 

Award 

$97.,833 

$92,059 

$18,058 

$80,504 

$18,358 

$100,000 
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FY )012 FARMERS ~.ARKET PROMOTION PROGRfu'1 GRANTS 

EE ~ existing EBT project E/EE new and existing EBT 

Recipient and Purpose 

for educational training and classes for. 
producers and consumers. 

Iowa League of RC&D's, Inc., Oakland, 
TA, to increase sales of local food 
within Iowa co~unities by building 120 
producer profiles [or use in pro~otional 
materials and web applications to be 
used in building closer producer
consumer connections. 

Farm & Garden cooperative Associa::'ion 
dba Lexington Farmers Narket, Lexington, 
KY, to promote the Lexington Farmers 
Markets in low-income communities 
through two outreach programs targeted 
at low-incone residents in food deserts 
and far~-to-school vendors aGd 
consumers, better serve local farmers 
and residents, and educate school 
childre~ on the benefits of healthy 
eati:1g habits. 

Western Ke:l.tucky University Research 
Foundation, Inc., Bowling Green, KY, ~o 

serve the area's farmers and consumers 
by promot ing t~e Comrrn:.:.ni ty Farmers 
Market with a local food directory 
available in print and mobile app 
versions, biannual conferences, and a 
mobile kitchen for healthy food 
demonstrations. 

Imperial Calcasieu Resource Conservation 
& ~evelopmer:t Council, Jennings, LA, t.o 
increase the number of vendor/farmers 
a:1d consumers at the Coushatta Farmers 
Market by hiring a market rr.anager ar-.d 
implement ]"ng a:-1 advertising and 
marketing campaign. 

New Orleans Food & Farm Network, New 
Orleans, LA, to provide interactive and 
hands-on training to new urban farmers 
in New Orleans by sponsoring two 14-week 
~raining ~odules that cover business 
management, marketing strategies, farm 
~anagement, and legal p~inciples related 
to urban farming. 

$57,681 

$86,820 

$82,194 

$81,288 

$86,501 



114

E new EBT 

State 
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EE ~ existing EBT project E/EE new and existing EBT 

EE 

E 

E/ 
ES 

Recipient and Pu;pose 

Cul'Civating Cormnunity, Portland, ME, to 
creaLe and promote six farm stands in 
low-income areas that accept Federal 
nutrition benefits by: l} trai~ing 

refugee growers and vendors; 2) 
procuring EBT terminals and basic 
infrastructure for the stands; and 3) 
marketing the farm stands with targeted 
outreach, promotional materials, and 
advertising programs. 

Suitland Family and Life Development, 
Lanham, MD, to buy equipment and 
infrastructure to establish a new 
farmers market with a professional 
market manager that will serve low 
income residents of a food desert. 

Essex Agricultural Society dba Northeast 
Harvest, Topsfield, ~A, for providing 
wireless Electronic Benefits Transfer 
machines to five farmers markets that do 
not have them, increasing sales at the 
markets and providing Federal benefit 
recipients access to healthy, locally 
grown food. 

Regional Er.vironffiental Cou~cil, Inc., 
Worcester, MA, to: 1) improve the Main 
South Farmers Market with various 
management, marketing and training 
programs; 2) extend the rnarket's reach 
in ~eiqhborhoods with an additional 15 
stops by the mobile market; and, 3) 
provide each farmers market and mobile 
market location with terminals to accept 
EBT, SNAP, WIC and ser.ior coupons. 

Nuestras Raices, Holyoke, MA, to build 
the capacity of an existing farmers 
market in a food desert, establish a new 
mobile market to serve the food desert 
community, provide nutrition education 
and outreach to consumers, and promote 
and advertise the markets to build 
opportunity for beginning refugee and 
immigrant farmers as well as existing 
farmers. 

Award 

$96,204 

$77,863 

830,852 

$77,010 

853,302 
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EE existing EBT project EIEE new and existlDg EBT 

E 

Recipient and Purpose 

YMCA of Greater Grand Rapids, Grand 
Rapids, MIT to implement a strategic 
marketing plan to increase use of food 
assistance benefits such as SNAP and WIC 
at a farmers market and mobile market 
with the goal of enhancing low-income 
residents' buying power and local 
farmers' sales. 

Dixboro Village Green Inc. dba Dixboro 
Farmers Market, Ann Arbor, MI, to better 
serve area consumers ar-d farmers by 
expanding the Dixboro Farmers Market 
wit!! a usage-based promotional campaign 
to attract new vendors a~d customers and 
by ensuring tr.at the market manager 
obtains Serve Safe certification ~o meet 
local health deparLment requirements. 

ProMedica Bixby Hospital, Adrian, MI, to 
establish a mobile market, and conduct 
outreach, education, and networking 
among co~~er stores and local producers 
to increase the availability of local, 
healthy foods in direct-narket food 
retail outlets in food deserts and low
income areas. 

Barrien-Cass-Van Buren Workforce 
Development Board, Inc., Benton Harbor, 
MI, to increase sales of locally grown 
products by eslab:ishlng collective 
marketing gro~p for Southwest Michigan 
farmers to build a regional agritourisrn 
brand and operate a year-round market 
that takes advan~age of tourism 
oppor-::uni:.:ies. 

City of Warren, MI, to improve the 
access by consumers to fresh, locally 
grown food by: 1) stayting a new farmers 
market, 2) purchasing EBT equipment and 
supplies, and 3) conducting outreach to 
educate consumers in a low-income area 
about the benefits of fresh food. 

People's Educa~ion for a Sustainable 
Future, Kalamazoo, MI, to expand local 
food access in a low-income COITL..."T'.'...loity of 
Kalamazoo by expanding the Douglass 

Award 

$86,159 

$37,377 

866,035 

$76,144 

$23,598 

$49,609 



116

E new EBT 
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FY 2012 FARMERS MARKET PROMOTION PROGRAM GRANTS 

EE existing EBT project E!EE ~ new and existing EBT 

Recipient and Purpose 

Farmers Market from a monthly to a 
weekly market, supporting business needs 
of local farmers, and providing a part
time market coordinator. 

CiLY of Westland, MI, to implement a 
transportatio~ initiative and 
promoLional campaign to increase food 
desert residents' access to and use of 
the Westland Farrrers Market. 

Farmers Legal Action Group, Inc, (FLAG), 
St. Paul, MN, to expand immigrant 
farmers' direct marking opportunities by 
providing farmer education on accepting 
food assistance benefits and food safety 
and har,dling regulations and practices, 
and by conducLing farmer outreach ar-d 
recruitment to expand available direct 
market outlets in a food deserL. 

Rural Advantage, Fairmont, MN, to 
increase the number of vendors and 
consumers in 11 direct-market outlets in 
Southern Minnesota by promoting local 
markets, i~proving farmers' marketing 
skills, risk management, and safe food 
~aDdling skills through training, and 
educating consumers about nutritional 
density of foods to improve 
unde~standing of produce value. 

Real Food Gul f Coast r I,ong Beach, MS, to 
assess market needs and barriers to 
participating in the Gulfport area 
farmers marke~s and to address 
identified constraints with an outreach 
campaign to encourage participation by 
vendors and consu~erSt particularly low 
income consumers. 

Mississippi Delta Council for Farmworker 
Opportu~itiest Inc., Clarksdale, MS t to 
aid small and lj.mited-resource farmers 
and food dosert residents by 
establishing a farmers market and a 
family farm business center, and 
organizing and promoting corr@unity 
healthy food events. 

Award 

$81,020 

$74,387 

$77.,153 

$56,792 

$75,515 
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MONTANA 
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EE ~ existing EBT project EIEE ~ew and existing EBT 

Recipient and Purpose 

Cedar County Memorial Hospital, El 
Dorado Springs, MOl to establish two new 
farmers markets in local food deserts 
and to provide training for vendors in 
production, marketieg, and food safety 
management. 

International Ins~itute of Metropolitan 
St. Louis, St. Louis, MOl to create 
Hodiarnont Farmers Market for refugee and 
non-refugee farmers to serve a low
income area of St. Louis, to provide 
market training for vendors, and to 
increase nu~ritional literacy among 
customers who shop at the market. 

Winona R-III School District, Winona, 
MO, to assist gardeners and residents of 
a food desert area by building a 
corn::nunity garden, establ Lshing a farmers 
markeL, hiring a market manager, and 
running an education and training 
program for community members, 
gardeners, and new farmer's market 
vendors. 

Intertribal Agricult~re Council, 
Billings, MT, to establish a mobile 
farmers market that will increase the 
availability of healthy traditional 
foods in food deserts, and allow 
American Indian food producers to market 
their products to customers and native 
populations in urban areas. 

Yellowstone City County Health 
Department dba RiverStone Health, 
Billings, MT, to increase the number of 
farmers/vendors and consumers 
participating in the Healthy by Design 
Gardeners' Market by developing and 
implementing a targeted promotional 
program for food desert residents. 

Western Montana Growers Cooperative, 
Arlee, MT, to expar.d the local producer 
cooperative's Community Supported 
Agricult~re (CSA) coordinated delivery 
program and improvE:' storage and 
packaging efficiencies, and to initiate 

$56,825 

$77,160 

$41,720 

$96,800 

$52,287 

$66,050 
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EE = existing EBT project E/EE ~ new and existing EGT 

Recipient and Purpose 

a targeted rna~keting campaign and 
c~stomer relationship management program 
to facilitate participation by food 
desert residents. 

Merrimack County Conservation District, 
Concord, NH, to create a system to make 
the Cole Gardens Winter Farmers' Market 
sustainable by providing technical 
assistance and training to farmers to 
improve product quality, targeting 
marketing and promotions to the customer 
base, and educating consumers in a food 
desert on the benefits of using healthy, 
local foods. 

Miles Smith Farm LLC, Loudon, NH, to 
facilitate a partnership with 20 to 30 
New England meat producers to educate 
about and sell fresh, locally-raised 
meat to health care institutions in 
local food deserts. 

Cheshire County, Keene, NH, to launch a 
Buy Local campaign with targeted 
outreach to food desert areas through 
com..'"Tluni ty partners, ir.crease Corrunu!1i t y 
Supported Agriculture participation, and 
provide professional development and 
assessment of marketing skills for 
farmers. 

Brick City Develop~ent Corporation, 
Newark, NJ, for a marketinq and 
educational campaign targeted at federal 
nutrition benefit recipients to increase 
the number of patrons at Newark's 
farmers markets using culturally 
appropriate marketing and educational 
materials. 

Taos County Economic Development 
Corporation, Taos, NM, for new storage 
and retail units and a new year-round 
farm stand for the Taos Food Center, 
giving producers year-round access to 
consumers in Taos and surrounding 
iliountain communities. 

$55,968 

$70,735 

$62,422 

$89,521 

386,234 
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EE = existing EST project E/EE new and existing EBT 

EE 

Recipient and PUrpose 

La Semilla food Center, Anthony, NM r to 
expand and strengthen three farmers 
markets serving food desert and low 
income areas th~ough an advertising 
campaign that promotes farmers markets, 
local agriculture, educational programs, 
healthy cooking, and market training for 
socially-disadvantaged farmers. 

Rensselaer County, Troy, NY, for a print 
advertising campaign to increase the 
number of customers and local sales at 
farmers markets, farm stands, and 
Community Supported Agr_lculture 
operatio~s (CSAs) in Rensselaer County. 

Southern Tier West Regional Planning and 
Development Board! Salamanca, NY, to 
create a local food brand and 
certification program to increase sales, 
and to star~ a new farmers market in the 
village of Alfred, a low-income, low
access community in southwestern NY. 

GardenShare, Canton, NY, to expand and 
strengthen 10 farmers markets in St. 
~awrence County, and to improve Federal 
food assistance redemption rates by 
collective market promotion, training 
market managers a~d farmers, recruiting 
more direct market farmers to accept 
EBT, WIC, and FMNP, and establishing 
satellite markets o~tside WIC clinics. 

United Community Centers, Brookly~, NY, 
to provide educational tours of urban 
farms adjacent to farmers markets in 
East New York to highlight nutritional 
benefits of local food, and to increase 
awareness of and traffic to local 
farmers marKets. 

Harvest:. Horne Far:ners Market, Inc., NeT,-J 
York, NY, for: 1) a borough-wide 
advertising ca:npaign to encourage SNAP 
participants to ~se EBT at nine farmers 
markets in the Bronx, including bus 
shelter ads and articles in a local 
electronic newspaper, and 2) diversify 
the mix of vendors and products to nake 

Award 

593,946 

$23,174 

$77,663 

$55,590 

$25,786 

$98,257 
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EE 

Recipient and Purpose 

the market more attractive to curren~ 
and low-income customers. 

Cornell Cooperative Extension 
Association of Jefferson County, 
Watertown, NY, to increase direct sales 
of local foods through two new farmers 
markets and two new Community Supported 
Agriculture operations (CSAs) in food 
deserts in Jefferson and Lewis Counties 
and to support purchase of local food by 
Federal food benefit recipients and 
local institutions lhrough farmer, 
consumer, and institutional training and 
technical assistance. 

Downtown JamesLown Development 
Corporation, Jamestown, NY, to increase 
Federal food benefit participants' use 
of the Jamestown Farmers Market through 
targe~ed advertising, ed~cation, and 
outreach in :ood deserts, workshops to 
improve consumers' food identification 
skills, and establishment of an online 
ordering system. 

~yrtle Avenue Commercial Revitalization 
& Developme!1t Project Local Development 
Corporation, Brooklyn, NY, for 
increasing access of low income 
consumers to fresh food at the Myrtle 
Avenue Farm Stand through _-innovative 
outreach efforts, including: 1) 
distributing EST market maps and 
information through direct-mail, pos~ers 

and postcards, 2) recrui:ing new 
farmers/vendors, 3) making market 
prese~tations at various community 
meetings, and 4) organizing lours of the 
market~ 

Cornell Cooperative Extension 
Association of Tompkins County, Ithaca, 
NY, to expand access to affordable, 
locally-raised meats and other local 
foods thro'Jgh consumer education, 
outreach, and a meat locker facility to 
serve as a food distrib'Jtion hub. 

Award 

$95,883 

$48,673 

$56,082 

$81,083 
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E 

E 

EE 

EE 

Recipient and Purpose 

WakeMed, Raleigh, NC, to improve food 
access in Wake County by: 1} purchasing 
~BT equipment, 2) providing training to 
farmers, and 4) hiring EBT management 
staff at two farmers markets that ser.ve 
low-income residents of Wake County. 

Foothills Farmers Market: Inc., Shelby, 
NC, to expand production, storage, and 
distribu~ion of perishable food in a 
food desert by equipping a market 
facility with refrigeration and starting 
a multi-farm Community Supported 
Agriculture (CSA) operation. 

Town of Huntersville, NC, to enhance the 
Huntersville Farmers Market with new 
infrastructure a~d signage at the 
market, to promote the market with an 
advertising campaign, and to educate 
consumers about healthy meals with local 
produce. 

The Ohio State University Office of 
Sponsored Programs, Columbus, OH, to 
expand the consumption of locally grown 
farm products, particularly among SNAP 
recipients by: 1) developing and 
conducting prod~cer trai~ing and 
outreach, 2) providing technical 
assistance to lOO farmers, 3) tracking 
the progress of markets that have 
established new EBT capacity; and 4) 
sharing lessons learned through printed 
reports and online publications. 

City of Kent, OH, to promote the use of 
EBT at the Haymaker Farmers Market, and 
educate low-income residents about the 
availability and use of EBT through 
newspaper and other print advertising. 

Famicos Foundation, Inc., Cleveland, OH, 
for a promotional campaign in two 
designated food deserts, including 
mailings, door-to-door canvassing and 
automated phone calls to educate Federal 
food program recipients about the use of 
SET at the Gateway l05 Farmers Market to 
i~crease narket sales. 

$62,770 

$44,768 

$57,750 

$89,544 

$38,855 

$39,995 
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Logan Coun~y Farmers Market, Zanesfield, 
OH, to broaden support of the Logan 
County Farmers Ma~ket through outreach 
to low-income residents to increase 
awareness, vendor workshops to teach 
growing, handling, and packaging, and 
educational events planning and 
community fundraising. 

Flying HIGH Inc., Youngstown, OH , to 
recruit and train young urban adults as 
farmers to grow and sell produce at new 
farmers markets throughout the City of 
Youngstown and Mahoning County by 
providing production and marketing 
education, technical support services, 
supplies, and professional development 
for entrepreneurs in market urban 
homesteads. 

Rural Action, Trimble, OIL to coordinate 
a collaborative effort to increase 
~arket access for small ~ural farmers 
markets in southeastern Appalachia Ohio 
through improving storage and 
distribution for farm vendors, 
increasing market sales through social 
media marketing that links rural markets 
and vendors, and providing training and 
assistance in financial management, 
branding, food safety, and 
entrepreneurship. 

Umpqua Community Development 
Corporation/dba NeighborWorks, Roseburg, 
OR, to assist five farmers markets to 
increase sales to communities and 
toerist traffic in Douglas County 
through technical assistance j~ 

marketing and management, local 
branding, and extensive advertising. 

Friends of Zenger Farm, Portland, OR, to 
increase market outreach to low-income 
cOIT@unities in food deserts by 
developing multi-lingual marketinq 
materials to attract consumers and 
producers, and by creating a tool kit 
and train Lng program for market managers 

Award 

$82,553 

$lOG,OOO 

$75,642 

$100,000 

$83,597 
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Recipient and Purpose 

and COffiIT,unity Supported Agriculture 
(eSA) far~ers throughout Oregon. 

Warm Springs Community Action Team, Warm 
Springs, OR, to increase agriculture
based employment on the Warm Springs 
Reservation by training tribal members 
in growing, marketing and promoting at 
farmers markets throughout Oregon and 
providing infrastructure, supplies, 
advertising, and technical assistance 
needed to develop a farmers market on 
the reservation to supp~y locals and 
tourists with healthy fresh foods. 

Confederated Tribes of Siletz, Siletz, 
OR, to develop a community food program 
that will initiate a farmers market and 
community food processing and 
preservation facility and establish 
cooperative relations with other Tribal 
and non-7ribal groups to increase 
availability of healthy food and improve 
farm income for low-income residents of 
the Siletz area. 

Port Orford Ocean Resource Team, Port 
Orford, OR, to expand Port Orford 
Sustainable Seafood's Community 
Supported Fishery operation and create a 
direct-to-consumer fisherman marketing 
cooperative by recruiting and training 
new members, developing a business plan, 
and purchasing operational equipment 
Lhat will increase healthy food access 
in food deserts and low-income 
co~munities. 

Adelante Mujeres, Forest Grove, OR, to 
increase sales and enhance product 
values of limited-resource Latino 
immigrant farmer by developing a 
community kitchen to produce value-added 
products, and providing business and 
marketing training for local farmers. 

Central Oregon Intergovernmental 
Council, Bend, OR, to develop a legal 
and binding private/public partnership 
and create a working food hub model to 

Award 

$96,095 

$42,547 

$88,966 

$30,115 

$37,100 
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E 

Recipient and Purpose 

address fresh local food access for 
vulnerable populations in low income 
communities~ 

Pennsylvania Association for Sustainable 
Agciculture, Millheim, PA, to expand a 
direct producer-to-consumer marketing 
program in Pennsylvania by b~oadening 
the messaging of Buy Fresh Buy Local® 
(BFBL) to include low-income and 
minority populations, creating web and 
print toolkit resources, mounting a 
pI-omotional campaign, and providing 
training for farmers, market rnanagers f 

BFBL chapters and cOffiQunity 
organizati.ons. 

Nurture Nature Center, Inc., Easton, PAl 
to provide affordable Community 
Supported Agriculture (CSA) delivery to 
an Hispanic food desert, to educate 
students about healthy foods through 
personal contact with farmers and 
classroom activities, and to expand food 
availability by training farmers in 
direct retail practices and advertising 
farm products. 

La Tierra Prometida, Aguadilla, PR, to 
initiate a program of farmer-led 
workshops related to gardening, food 
preparation, and healthy nutrition in a 
_Low-income area farmers market to 
increase knowledge about and awareness 
of local foods. 

SCF-Organic Far;r,s, Ltd., Sumter, se, to 
supply locally grown, fresh and organic 
foods, ~o local area residents in low
income communities by: 1) initiating a 
new mobile farmers market under the 
banner ~Midlands Organics Mobile Farmers 
Ivlarket" 2) purchasing appropriate 
cooling equipment, promotional 
materials, and supplies, and 3) setting 
up Ir.obile market to accept SNAP, EBT, 
and WIC. 

$89,546 

$73,413 

$84,625 

$100,000 
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E 
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Lakota Fund, Inc., Kyle, SD, for a 
mobile farmers market and promotional 
campaign on the Lakota Reservation to 
help far~ers on the Pine Ridge 
Reservation, a food desert, increase 
direct producer-to-consumer sales. 

Value Added Agriculture Development 
Center, Pierre, SO, for a multi-phase 
introduction of new farmers markets in 
rural and Tribal reservation cOIDID,unities 
in food deserts, and for technical 
assistance to sustain the markets and 
desig~ a tool kit for market managers. 

City of Jackson, TN, to improve access 
to healthy, local food at the West 
Tennessee Farmers Market by: 1) 
purchasi~g an EBT machine and related 
transaction equipment; 2) training 
vendors to use EBT equipment; and 3) 
conducting marketing and community 
outreach to increase awareness about the 
famers market and its EBT capacity. 

Downtown Crossville, Inc., Crossville, 
TN, to improve and expand a young and 
growing farmers market through producer
to-consumer promotion and marketing 
activities and by increasing sales among 
participating farmers through the 
enhancement of market ameni-<::ies and 
advertising. 

Plant It Forward, Bellaire, TXt to 
establish a Corrmunity Supported 
Agricu~ture (CSA) program, build storage 
and refrigeration capacity, and provide 
training and mentoring for refugee 
farmers. 

The Montalvo House, Brackettville, TX, 
to increase efficiency and quality 
control for produce delivered to the 
ComrHunity Farmers Market by improving 
refrigerated transpor~ation capacity and 
scheduling capabilities. 

Award 

$71,041 

$73,041 

$12,985 

$10,000 

$93,170 

$59,320 
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EE existing EBT project E/EE new and existing EBT 

E 

Recipient and Purpose 

Town of Little Elm, TX, to establish a 
new farmers market to bring locally 
grown fresh food to residents, to hire a 
professional market manager, develop a 
website, and to provide advertising and 
promotion. 

The University of Texas - Pan American, 
Edinburg, TX, to increase SNAP/WIC 
participation at The Harket at Alhambra 
and The Market at Weslaco, in Hidalgo 
County, TXt by: 1) conducting bi-lingual 
marketing and outreach campaigns, 2) 
initiating training workshops for 
vendors, and 3) i~plementiDg educational 
seminars for residents that will jmprove 
access to :resh, locally grown food for 
nearby low-income populations and 
increase the custo~er base for area 
farners. 

City of E1 Paso, TX, to establish a 
farmers market in downtown El Paso in 
conjunction with an existing artists' 
market to provide low-income consumers 
access to healLhy, affordable locally
grown food. 

Harris County Hospital District, 
Houston, TX, to promote clinic-based 
produce markets in food deserts using 
educational and promotional materials 
targeted aL low-income co~~unities. 

Westchase District Farmers Market, 
Houston, TX, to launch an advertising 
and marketing campaign to promote a new 
year-round farmers market in the 
Westchase District that offers local 
food access and serves as a!1 econorrcic 
development anchor for the District. 

Downtown Alliance, Salt Lake City, UT, 
to provide additional revenue 
opportunities for farmers during the off 
season and alternative outlets to 
purchase local food by establishing a 

Award 

586,559 

$59,475 

$66,979 

$64,705 

$65,040 

$90,000 
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E new EBT 

VIRGINIA 

WASHINGTON 

FY 20]2 FARMERS MARKET PROMOTION PROGRAM GRANTS 

EE = existing EBT project E/EE = new and existinq EBT 

Recipient and Purpose 

winter farmers market and training 
farmers in winter food production. 

Grayson LandCare, Inc., Fries, VA, to 
professionalize the Independence Farmers 
Market with a permanent market manager 
and Board of Directors and to promote it 
as a viable, self-sustaining retail 
o~tlet for local growers and a venue for 
consumers to buy local fresh produce, 
meats, and eggs. 

Five Points Partnership, Inc., Norfolk, 
VA, to establish a weekly mobile market 
and deliver Community Supported 
Agriculture (CSA) produce to low-income 
conununity members. 

Christopher Newport University, Newport 
News, VA, to establish an on-campus 
farmers market, and advertising campaign 
for that market, and farm internships to 
increase the revenue of local farmers 
and producers and educate students about 
farm~ng. 

Market Central, Inc., Charlottesville, 
VA, to promote the Charlottesville City 
Market and to sponsor cooperative 
canning businesses for low-income 
communjties that will provide jobs, 
skills, and incoxe to low-income 
individuals and offer a new market for 
produce seconds from local farmers. 

Enrichmond Foundation, Richmond, VA, to 
enhance ~he viability of the La Plaza 
Farmers Market by professionalizing the 
market management, recruiting Latino and 
African-American vendors, and providing 
healthy food and lifestyle promotions 
for the low-income food desert community 
served by the market. 

Twisp Publio Developnent Authority, 
Twisp, WA, to develop a local brand and 
logo, design and implement a marketing 
campaign for retailers and conSUTr.ers, 

$26,488 

$61,160 

$84,756 

$76,020 

$83,125 

$40,916 
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FY 2012 FARMERS MARKET PROMOT~ON PROGRAM GRANTS 

new EBT EE = existing EBT project E/;;:E new and existing EBT 

State 

WISCONSIN 

E/ 
EE 

E 

E 
E 

Recipient and Purpose 

and train farmers in marketing skills to 
bring local food into the existing food 
desert and boost sales to consumers and 
tourists. 

Washington State Farmers Market 
Association, Seattle, ~vA, to: 1) train 
market managers; 2) provide support to 
farmers markets using wireless EST 
technology, 3) insti~ute a "lead 
regior.al managers" program, 4) improve 
data availability regarding the use of 
Federal nutrition benefit programs at 
farmers ~arkets, and 5) increase public 
awareness about using benefils at 
farmers markets. 

West Wind Com,.'TlUnity Co-op, Cumberland, 
WI, to improve access to locally grown, 
healthy food by: 1) developing two new 
storage hubs, 2) purchasing 
ref~igeration equipment, 3) acquiring a 
refrigerated delivery truck, 4) 
expanding its Local Ordering System, and 
5) enabling and promoting EBT usage at 
numerous, convenient locations around 
the area. 

Appleton Downtown Street, Appleton, WI, 
to sustain the Downtown Appleton Farm 
summer and winter markets; and increase 
consumer traffic, market sales, EBT 
usage, and consump~ion 0:' 10ca1.1y grown 
produce by partnering with two local 
television s~ations for the production 
and airir.g of targeted advertising, 
public service announcements and live 
news segments. 

Totdl, FY 2012 FMPP Grants 

PAYMENTS TO STATES 

$71,105 

S34,256 

$22,270 

9,003,831 

Mr. Aderholt: Provide for the record a state-by-state funding table 
for the Payments to States program to include fiscal years 2012, 2013, and 
estimates for 2014. 

Response: The FY 2012 and 2013 amounts for the Feder~l-State 
Marketing Improvement Program (FSMIP) matching grants under Payments to States 
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is $1,198,000, and $1,234,690 respectively. The request for FY 2014 is 
$1,336,000. Funding levels by State for fiscal years 2013 and 2014 will not 
be available 'J.ntil projects have been selected (late September) during the 
fiscal year in which the funding is received. 

l?he information follows:] 

FSMIP FY 2012 Grar.ts 

Dist!:'ict of Columbia $34,500 
Hawaii 28,100 
Illinois 97,982 

Kentucky 69,230 
Massachusetts 53,560 
Mississippi 52,920 
Missouri 59,678 
Montana 39,115 
Nevada 45,747 
New Jersey 62,7]3 

New Mexico 43,000 
North Carolina 30,000 
Pennsylvania 94, 947 

South Dakota 31,725 
Tennessee 9C,000 
Vermont 47,250 I 

Virginia 108,039 
Washington 113,969 
Wisconsin 65,525 
Total 1,198,000 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide for the record a list of the projects 
-chat were approved for the Payments to States and Possessions program during 
fiscal year 2012. Also, provide a brief description of each project. 
Lastly, include a brief description of how AMS eva~uates the merits of a 
proposal. 

Response: In fiscal year 2012, AMS awarded $1,198,000 in Federal-State 
Marketing Improvcmcn~ Program matching grants under this program. 

[The Information follows:] 
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State 

District: of 
Colurtbia 

Hawaii 

Illinois 

Kentucky 

Massachusetts 

Ylississippi 

Missouri 

Federal-State ~arketing Improvement Program 
Fiscal Year 2012 Grants 

To assess consumer and restaurant demand for 
traditional African crops grown by local 
farmers/producers. 

To develop a s~rategy for marketing three 
unique varieties of Hawaiian vegetables to 
U.S. mainland retailers, and to determine the 
optimum packing methods for preserv~~g 
quality and nutritional content over long 
distances. 

70 survey consumers about the value they 
place on biomass fuels and 
appliances for heating, 
determine which consumer segments have the 
highest interest and sales potent~al, and 
disseminate the results to producers and 
biomass heatinq appliance manufacturers and 
dealers. 

To assist in the development of frozen and 
value-added Kentucky grown blueberry food 
products, and evalt:.ate demand for these 
products in direct, institutional, andretail 
markets. 

':'0 create a cor.sumer-oriented website that 
wil: support "Plant Something" 
promote the state's horticulture 

to 
and 

to research the ber.efits, costs, regulatory 
requirements and options for meat-c~tting and 
processing businesses that serve local meat 
producers in Massachusetts i~ order to expand 
tte sector to meet growing consuner demand 
for high-value meat products. 

To provide training to vegetable producers 
about the food safety and quality standards 
required by major retailers, slrengthen the 
capacity of producers to respond effectively 
to the demar.d for local, sustainably-produced 
food, and inform 
of participating 
program. 

abo~t the benefits 
the Make Mine Mississippi 

To study the economics of producing high
quality ca~tle, and develop a marketing 
strategy for premium bee: ~hat facilitates 
prod~cer cooperation and coo~dination of 
supp~y . 

Award 

$34,500 

28,100 

97,982 

69,230 

53,560 

52,920 

59,678 
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Montana 

Nevada 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

North Carolina 

Pennsylvania 

South Dakota 

Federal-State Marketing Improvement Prog~am 
Fiscal_ Year 2012 Grants 

To expand market opportunities for Montana 
farmers by determining the best methods for 
processing and preparing fr~its and 
vegetables to make them available year
round to supply the state's K-12 schools. 

To assess demand for locally grown fruits 
and vegetables in the Hispanic community of 
northern ~evada, and provide insights to 
Nevada growers seekinq to improve their 
effectiveness in marketing to dlverse 
consumers. 

To develop and laur.ch New Jersey grown and 
processed value-added products that meet the 
n~tritior.al and cost requirements of the 
National School lunch prograw. 

To document the diversity of the New Mexico 
cat~le sector in terms of size and 
demographics, assess prices and other 
relevant factors in the various marketing 
channels, and conduct workshops and 
traininq sessions for New Mexico ranchers 
that Will enable them to optimize ~heir 
pYoduction a~d marke~ing strategies. 

To provide direct marketing training to 
small-scale growers to enable them to 
access new markets. 

To document baseline consumer wine pu~chase 
and consumption patLerns, and examine the 
impact on cons-c.ffier demand for wine produced 
in the mid-Atlantic region in response to 
diffe~ent promo~ion and marketing 
approaches. 

To assess facto~s that influence consumer 
preferences for and purchases of bison meat 
to assist bison producers better target 
their promotions and devise appropriate 
pricing strategies. 

e-T-e-r:-n-e-s-s-e-e----I'-T-o-s~rvey conSU:T,ers about the~r prefere:lces 

and buying patterns for ~oca~ly raised beef, 
conduct consumer focus groups to determine 
preferences for product labeling and 
packaging, complete an economic analysis of 
fa~m-based beef productior. systens, a~d 

incorporate fi~dings into producer outreach 
L ________ l-"a"n"d_educational venues. 

39,115 

45,747 

62,713 

43,000 

30,000 

94,947 

31,725 

90,000 
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Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington 

Wisconsin 

Federal-State Marketing Improvement Program 
Fiscal Year 2012 Grants 

To facilitate development of a branded, 
value-added meat sector in New Eng.land 
through technical assistance, marketing 
support and encouragement of profitable 
producer-processor part~erships. 

To determine the requirements for selling 
live shrimp to distributors, develop and 
improve handling protocols and packinq 
nethods for waterless shipping, and conduct 
field tests Lo assess the effectiveness of 
these handling methods and to condect a pilot 
project at grocery stores to evaluate 
consumer acceptance of locally-produced 
freshwater shrimp, and train producers on 
food safety and handling requirements to sell 
freshwater shri~p to retail markets. 

To assess barriers to exporting, dcterreine 
what types of assistance progra~s are needed 
to overcome export barriers, and inform food 
companies about export assistar:ce available 
at the local state department of agrIculture 
and t.o assist ind'Jstry managers develop 
strategic maYketing plans, and to conduct 
market research aixed at identifying new and 
emergIng marKets for value-added U.S. wood 
products in China, Vietnam and Thailand. 

To develop international markets ~or value 
added hardwood lu:nber produc':.s from 
Wisconsin and other lake states. 

Total, FY 2012 FSMIP Grants 

FSMIP PROPOSAL SELECTION CRITERIA 

47,250 

108,039 

113,969 

65,525 

$1,198,000 

Applications meeting the basic eLigibility requirements for FSMIP 
funding are reviewed and evaluated by s'Jbject matter specialists wit~in AMS 
and elsewhere w~thin USDA and as appropriate by other Federal agencies. 
Proposals must deal with some aspect of marketing, include a significant 
research component, and must potentially benefit multjple producers or 
agribusinesses. Proposals that do not meet t.hese basic requ':'rements will 
r.ot be considered. As a basis for allocating available funds among 
competi~g proposals, &~S is guided by the following criteria: 
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The relative need for the proposed activity or the relative 
importance of the problem to be addressed. 
The benefi.ts likely to be derived from the project in relation to 
the amount of FSMIP funds requested. 
?he level and nature of State and other non-Federal support 
(including, but not limited to, the required matching funds or in
kind resources) pledged to the projec~ or activity. 

The potential impact of an individual project on other States or on 
issues of national importance. 

The adequacy and appropriateness of measures which will be used to 
evaluate the project outcome. 
Unique and innova~ive features of the project, particularly if the 
project is similar to others funded in the past. 
Evidence provided in a clearly written narrative that the proposal 
brings together the appropriate resources necessary to meet Lhe project 
objectives. 

Proposals that reflect a collaborative approach among the States, 
academia, the farm sector, and other app~opriate entities are of particular 
interest to the program. States are urged to consider developing proposals 
that have regional or Natio~al significance. 

L!MITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

Mr. Aderholt: Provide a table showing the object class breakout for 
the limitation on administrative expenses accot:nt to include fiscal year 2011 
and 2012 actuals and fiscal years 2013 and 2014 estimates. 

Response: The information is subrnit:ted for the record. 

[The information fo:lows:] 
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Limitatlon 0:'. Administrative Expenses 

Cotton & Tobacco User Fee Ac~iviLy - Object Class Breakout 

11.1 Fu:Ll-tlme permanent. .............. . 

11 .3 Other than full-tlme permanent ......... . 

2011 

}I,.ctual 

$8,210,079 $7, 

2012 2013 

Estimate 

$12,977,000 

9,38B,724 6,896,937 lO, 853, 000 

2014 

~ ~ : ~ ~~~:~ ~:~ :~~~:~ ~::~:~:: ~~:~: : : : : : : : : : : : : . : :: -,-:,,""",=,-;;-;-;;-'-":-=-;'-;=-~=.,-'-;=--;;7:""'-,;'-= 
12.0 Personnel benefits ..... 4,057,163 5,640,000 

13.0 Benefits for former personnel ............... . 
':'otal, per·sonnel compo and benefits....... -,;;":""='=~""':-=~=-""':-=.,-'-;=--;;7c.,..,-,..:-= 

Other ObJects Classes: 

21 Travel 1/ ............. . 

22 Transportation of things ........ . 

23.1 Rental payments to GSA. . .......•.•. 

23.2 Rental payments to others ................... . 

23.3 Communications, utllities, and misc. charges. 

2-1.0 Print.ing and reproduction .. 

25.1 Advi sory and assistance services ............ . 

25.2 Other services ':rom non-Federa: sources ..... . 

25.3 Other purchases of goods and services 

from Federal sources. 

25.4 Operation and main~enance of facili t.ies ..... . 

25.5 Research and development contracts. 

]5.6 Medical care ... 

25.7 

26.0 

31 0 
32.0 

41.0 

42.0 

43.0 

Operation and maintenance of equipment. ..... . 

Supp':ies and materlals ..................... . 

~quipment . 

Land and structures ......................... . 

Grants, subsidies and contributions ......... . 

Ir:.surance Cl alms and Indemnities ............ . 

Interest and Divi.dends .... , 

Totai, Other ObJects ... , ................... . 

Total, Li:r.itation on AciIuinlstrative Expenses ...... . 

480,534 

2,402,870 

3,433,346 

215,038 

n, ]66 

1,325,124 

2,336,398 

6,337 

910 
1,872,048 

666,030 

3,634,853 

-20,847 

509 

928,124 821,000 821,000 

2,638,481 3,314,000 3,639,000 

6,845 111,000 1.13,080 

6,590,929 7,416,000 8,091, 000 

2,196,27.7 3,637,000 3,029,000 

28,128 23, COO 23, 000 

1,514,392 1,591, 000 144,000 

1,326,764 1, 8 9~, 000 1.,830,000 

4,293 5,000 5,000 

4,140 5, 000 5,000 

531 :,000 1,000 

2,166,746 3,095,000 2,988,000 
694,361 420,000 410,000 

4,675,673 6,574,000 4,204,000 

392,000 

47,000 21, 000 21,000 

The limitation on administrative expenses app;ies only to the cotton and tobdCCO user Lmded 

activitles. Obligatlons in ~r..is account fluctuate with crop size; the ager:cy is expectlng increased 

det:',ar:d for services ln fi seal years 2013 and 2014. 

FE~ERAL-STATF, MARKETING IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

~r. Aderholt: Please 
geograp~ic area to include 

a table showing 
years 2007 through 

by 
for ;;013. 

Response: The informatior. is s~bmi~ted for the record. FY 2C13 
obligations will. not be nade ur:ti.l the selection process is corr.plete (late 
September) . 

[The information =ollows:] 
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Federal.-State Marketing Improvement Obl.igations by State 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

Alabama $14,995 

Alaska 59,845 $45,750 

Arizona 49,275 

Arkansas 30,OeO $60,660 

California $198,250 

Co:orado 58,000 30,500 48,500 $42,000 

Connecticut 89,320 

Delaware 64,170 

District of Columbia $34,500 

Florida 72,000 27,600 118,915 

Georgia 68,090 63,275 55,373 

Guam 26,900 

Hawaii 50,000 54,400 41,500 28,100 

Idaho 54,500 48,000 67,220 

Illinois 55,000 97, 982 

Indiana 60,500 

Iowa 

Kansas 83,150 144,200 

Kentucky 33,375 55,780 38,550 49,000 69,230 

Louisiana 69,000 61,295 87,326 

Maine 55,805 65,000 64,145 

Maryla:ld 50,000 50,800 121,445 

Massachusetts 105,425 37,520 38,000 38,870 24,640 53,560 

Michiga:1 47,4:0 48,000 48,000 150,101 

Minnesota 92,500 60,000 

)1ississippi 55,875 47,150 43,690 52,920 

Missouri 42,000 61,02.6 59,678 

Monta-:)a 142,085 39,115 

Neb::::-aska 50,000 68,095 79,534 

).levada 45,747 

New Ha:cnpshire 
~ew Jersey 85,000 89,000 51,215 62,713 

~ew Mexico 105,095 40,500 43,000 

New Yoyk 37,200 134,060 73,824 

North 
61,400 30,000 

Carolina 
North Dakota 59,735 

Ohio 105,940 54,375 

Oklahoma 56,365 47,150 

Oregon 43,000 60,200 55,850 

Pen:lsylvania 94, 947 
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Federal-State Marketing Improvemen t Obligations by State 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

Puer"Co Rico 34,500 21, OeD 

Rhode Island 54,780 

South 
109,200 74,500 109,000 

Carolina 

South Dakota 31,725 

Tennessee 90,000 

Texas 77,588 
Utah 44,985 
Vermont 55,000 48,000 47,250 

Virg'::"r.ia 152,000 75,150 :08,039 

Washington 183,500 107,185 87,250 143,969 

West. Vi::::-ginia 

Wisconsin 50,000 65,525 

Wyoming 23,000 72,840 83,545 36,225 

Gra::lt Totals $1,344,000 $1,325,000 $1,334,000 $1,334,000 $1,331,332 $1,198,000 

7RANSPORTATION REGULATORY ACTIONS 

Mr. Aderholt: How many transportation regulatory act.ions did N>'!S 
participate in during :iscal years 7.011 and 2012? Please describe those 
actions and the results 0: those actions. 

Response: AMS participated in seven transportation regulatory actions 
of the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (El-lCSA) and the Surface 
Transportation Board (STB) during :iscal year 2011 2r.d 2C:2: 

IT 2011: 

EMCSA-2010-0230: Hours of Service; Limited Exemption for the Dist.ribution 
of AnhydroGs Ammonia in Aqric~ltural Operations, October 6, 2010. Act10n: 
Prior to the pub:.ic COIT.'[r,ent period and FMCSA's granting an exe:11p!..ion, AMS 

agric~ltu=al cooperative, trucking, fertilizer, and agricultural 
and discilssed with F~CSA the urgent need for 

Result: 
FMC SA granted a 2-year limited exemption fro.:T, :::-"e Federal ho~rs-of-service 
reg~laLlon for the Lransportation of fertilizer, ar.hydrous a~~onia, within 
a :'00 air-mile radius. The "Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century 
.7l.ct N (MAP-/l) I effective October :, 2012, inCludes 
statutory exemptions ~o the Federal 
(FMCSRs) that apply to agricultural transporta-::.ioD, includi~g the 
distr~bution of anhydrous ammonia in agricul'C:.Jral operations. The final 
rule, effective March 14, 2013, revised the rMCSRs to conform to the VmP-
21 requ~rements. Under the Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program 
(MCSAP), States receiving MeSA? grants (currently all States) are required 
to adopt corepa~ible rules for a~d intrastate operation of 
cO:r.lmercial 7[lotor vehicles. ?hese m:Jst -be made wi thin 3 years of 
the effective date of the final rule. 
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8TB Ex Parte No. 699: Assessment of Mediation and Arbitration 
Procedures, Oc~ober 25, 2010. Action: The Under Secretary for 
Marketing and Regulatory Programs filed coITt.ments recommending a 
balanced panel of arbitrators and the ability to appeal arbitrators' 
decisions, which should be posted on the STB's website. Result: The 
STB considered ~he comments filed in this proceeding and issued 
proposed changes ~o its regulations governing its mediation and 
arbitration procedures on March 28, 2012. On May 10, 2013, the STB 
adopted regulations ordering mediation on a case-specific basis a~d 
creating a new voluntary arbitration program. The SIB adopted the 
ideas of using a panel of three arbitrators for all cases unless all 
parties agreed to a single arbitrator, publicly publis~ing decisions, 
and included a narrow appeals process. 

8TB Ex Parte No 705: Competition in the Railroad Industry, April 12 
ar.d May 27, 20:1. Act1on: The Under Secretary for Marketing and 
Regulatory Programs (MRP) filed commer.ts in support of mandatory 
reciprocal switching agreements and terninal trackage rights 
agreements as one means to increase rail-to-rail competition. USDA 
also urged STB to require railroads to quote "bottleneck" rates of a 
distance up to 150 miles and consider alternatives for determining 
rate reasonableness for shippers that are captive to one railroad. 
Prior to filing comments, AMS staff met with representatives of rural 
electric cooperatives, agricultural and industrial shippers, Federal 
Railroad Administration, U.S. Department of Justice and the O::fice of 
Management and Budget regarding competition in the railroad industry 
and railroad antitrust immunity. Result: The STB is considerinq the 
comments raised in EP 705 and has opened a separate proceeding, Ex 
Parte 711, to a consider a request raised by the National Industrial 
Transportation League during EP 705 to revise the rules governing 
reciprocal switching. EP 711 is currently onqoing. 

8TB Ex Parte No. 542: Regulations Governing Fees for Services, 
April 19, 2011. Action: The Under Secrelary for MRP filed comments in 
support of STB's proposal ;:0 reduce fees for shippers filing formal 
complaints about ::::-ai1 business practices. For ove::- two decades, 
agric~lt~ral shippers, trade associations, and state officials in 
rural America have co::nplained to USDA, STB, ar.ci Congress about rail 
rates and services, ci-::ing clcgative impacts on ~ncome, electr_icity 

prices, business expansion, dorr-estic customers, and export markets. 
Result: On July 27, 2011, the STB lowered its fees for formal 
complaints =rom $20,600 to $350. 

MCSA-2011-0146-1325: Regulatory Guidance: Applicability of the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Regulations to Operators of Certain Farm Vehicles and 
Off-Road Aqricultural Equipment, August 1, 2011. Action: AMS recornmended 
that FMCSA and States continue to p~ovide the 150 air-mile commercial 
driver's license (COL) farm exemption from certain interstate commerce, 
COL, and cOflffiercial motor vehicle regulations that would otherwise apply 
~o opera~ors of certain farm vehicles. AMS stated that participants in 
crop share agreements shou:d be covered by the exemption. AMS also st.ated 
that operators of off-road agricultural equipment should not be subject to 
COL requirements and that off-road equipment should not be de£i~ed as 
commercial motor vehicles. Result: On August 15, 2011, FMC SA determined 

F 
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farmers operating under share-cropping or similar arrangements are not 
common or contract carriers and are eligible for a COL exemption if a 
State elects to adopt the exemption. The "Moving Ahead for Progress in the 
21st Century Act N (MAP-21), effective October 1, 2012, includes self
executing statutory exemptions to the Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Regulations (FMCSRs) that apply to agricultural transportation, including 
certain farm vehicles and off-road agricultural equipment. The final rule, 
effective March 14, 2013, revised the FMCSRs to conform to :he MAP-21 
requirements. Under the Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program (MCSAP), 
States receiving MCSAP grants (currently all States) are required to adopt 
compatible rules for interstate and intrastate operation of co~~ercial 
motor vehicles. These changes must be made within 3 years of the effective 
date of the final rule. 

FY 2012: 

STB Docket No. FD 35506: Western Coal Traffic League Petition for 
Declaratory Order, October 28, 2011. Action: In fiscal 2011 ~S met 
with the USDA Under Secretary for Rural Development and 
representatives of rural electric cooperatives regarding the $8.1 
billion. acquisition premium Berkshire Hatha'l."o'ay paid to purchase of the 
Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway (BNSF). They were concerned chat 
if S7B includes the acquisition premium, rural electricity rates could 
increase and the ability of captive shippers to appeal excessive rates 
would decrease. The Under Secretary for MRP filed comments opposed to 
allowing BNSF to pass the S8.1 billion premium to rail shippers. USDA 
believes allowing the pre~ium to be passed LO shippers could adversely 
Lmpact rural electricity rates and the rates agricultural shippers pay 
for rail service. It would also diminish these groups ability to 
appeal excessive r2il rates. Result: STB scheduled a hearing on March 
22, 2012 to allow interested parties to comment on the proceeding. On 
October 9, 2012, the SIS issued a ~otice to the public seeking 
comments on how the acquisition premium should be addressed in. light 
of new information that Berkshire Hathaway failed to disclose it owned 
two other railroads when it acquired BNSF, subjecting ::he acquisition 
to STB jurisdiction. The STB has nol made a final decision in this 
p.roceedi~lg . 

STB Ex Parte No. 699: Assessment of Mediation and Arbitration 
Procedures, May 17, 2012. Action: The Under Secretary for Marketing 
and Regulatory Programs filed comments in support of the STE's 
proposed regulations requiring parties to participate in ~ediation for 
certain cases and establishing voluntary arbitration for shippers and 
carriers in other disputes. USDA also recanunended the proposed rules 
be modified to foster trust in the syste~ by includir.g a panel instead 
of a single arbitrator, publicly publishing decisions to make the 
process transparent, and ~ncluding an appeals process to increase the 
likelihood arb~tration is used. Result: On May 10, 2013, the STB 
adopted regulations ordering mediation on a case-specific basis acd 
creating a new voluntary arbitration program. The STB adopted the 
ideas of using a pacel of three arbitrators for all cases unless all 
parties agreed to a single arbitrator, publicly publishing decisions, 
and i~cluded a narrow appeals process. 
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GRADING RESOORCES AND ACTIVITIES 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing the total number of 
gradLag employees broken down by Federal employees and Federally-supervi.sed 
state employees for the past five fiscal years to include fiscal year 2012. 

Response: The inforrnatio:l. is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 

Agricultural Marketing 
Service 

Grading Activities Performed by Federal Employees 
and 

Federally-Supervised State Employees 

FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 

Number or Federal EF.lployees 1/ 
2,987 2,986 2,883 2,748 3,028 

Number of Federally-supervised 

State Employees 2/ 2,439 2,445 2,141 2,120 3,151 

Cross-Licensed Enp~oyees of Other 

2rograms or JS:JA Agencies 3/ 29 28 30 15 12 

Total 5,455 5,459 5,054 4,883 6,188 

1/ All personnel are Al'1S employees. Includes seasonal and per:nanent 
employees. 

2/ A Federally-supervised State employee generally works less than one 
full- time equivalent staff year. The nunber of E'ederal1y-supervised 
State employees varies based on program needs, which vary by State, 
':"ncluding changes in crop size due to weather d:1d demand. 

3/ Reduction in fiscal years 2011 is the result of changing customer needs. 

Mr. Aderholt: 
year 20l2? What was 

Old any grading fees increase or decrease during fiscal 
the amount of the increase or decrease and why? 

Response: No grading fees were increased or decreased during :iscal 
yea" 2012. 

Mr. Aderholt: Does AMS plan to propose any grading fee increases in 
fiscal years 2013 and 20l4? 

Response: AMS issued a proposed rule to increase the fees for 
voluntary Federal dairy grading and inspec~ion services on Jan~ary 17, 
2013. This increase was initially planned as a two-part increase for 
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February and October 2813, however this is being re-evaluated for later 
implementation due to industry comments. 

AMS will continue to evaluate its fce programs o~ an annual basis and in 
the fut:J.re m.ay consider an increase in fees and charges for other grading 
programs in FY 2013. Any other changes in the current fees will be proposed 
through the rulemaking process. 

USER FEES 

Mr. Aderholt: Did any user fees increase or decrease in fiscal years 
2012 and 2013? If so, by how much? 

Response: In fiscal year 2012, the laboratory tes~ing fees increased 
from $81 per hour to $83 per hour. This is the final year of a schedu].ed 
3-year fee increase for this program. Any other changes in fees for fiscal 
year 2013 will be proposed through the rulemaking process. 

WHOLESALE MARKET DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 

Mr. Aderholt: Please inform the Subcommittee of the goal and 
priori~ies of wholesale market development priorities. 

Response: The goal of the wholesale marketing program is to develop 
new market opportunities and expand existing opportunities through direct and 
wholesale outlets for producers. The program seeks to address challenges and 
barrie~s to participating in direct and wholesale marketing through 
identifying and describing emerging markets, sharing best practices, 
establishing partnershjps to facilitate research that is needed to fill the 
knowledge gap, providing technical and design assistance, and participating 
i::1 data collection, analysis, and out.reach efforts to improve the 
u::1derstanding of markets. Understa~ding and facilitating aggregation and 
dis~ribution of products through a variety of outle~s incl~ding farmers 
marke:.s, Community Supported Agriculture operations, far:n and roadside 
stands, wholesale markets, food hubs, and online markets are key to providing 
economic opportunities for producers and communities that support these 
markets. 

As consumer demand for local food increases, AMS strives to assist the 
agriculture comrnunity to meet this demand by: (l) continuing to explore 
opportunities that will identify innovative and cost-efficient options that 
help producers, regional food system aggregators, distributors, planners, 
manac;ers and vendors compete effectively in this growing consumer-driven 
market segment; (2) providing feasibility, economic impact, and 
i~frastructu~e assessments and architectural design services to emerging and 
expanding local food enterprises; and (3) supporting local food facility 
expansion and development projects with program grants. 

WHOLESALE MARKET DEVELOPMSNT ACTIVITIES 

Mr. Aderholt: For the record, please provide the SUbcornmittee with a 
listing of all wholesale market development projects worked on in fiscal 
years 2011, 2012 as well as those Gnderway in fiscal year 20l3. Please 
include the total cost of each projec~. 
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Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The informatio~ follows:] 

FY 2011 Projects: 

Research and Information Collection 

National Study of Small-Scale Direct Distribution Models. A final draft 
is completed of a "best practices and lessons learned u resource guide for 
small and mid-sized farmers. It used nine case studies of dIrect 
distribution models to inform farmers and food distributors about 
promising delivery mechanisms for locally grown food to retail and 
institutional clients. The guide, which includes an overview of the 
traaeoffs involved in market channel choices and various ownership and 
management structures, is being prepared for Jepartmental clearance. 

Food Hub Research and Analysis. Provide leadership for the "Know Your 
Farrr;er, Know Your Food lr regional food hub subcommittee, chairing both t~e 

full task force and the s~aller core tacticaJ team, and overseeing the 
completion of the subcommittee's primary short term programmatic 
deliverables, the first of which will be a resource guide on food hub 
development. 

Survey of USDA Farmers Market Customers. P~blished an intercept survey 
of customers at the USDA outdoor farmers narket to assess the conposition 
and shopping habits of the market's customer base. The report also 
provided market management with a better understanding of customer needs 
and preferences, and evaluated the iI:lpact the raarket's operation has had 
on custo~er purchasing patterns and cop.sumption decisions. 

Analysis of Competition in Farners Market Trade Areas. fu~S co-authored a 
report, with USDA's Economic Research Service, which identifies areas of 
competitIon among farmers markets for customers and vendors across the 
Nation, based on data collected from the previous USDA National rarmers 
Market Ma::1ager Survey. The analysis, which uses "heat maps" to 
illustrate the relative intensity of producer or customer competition, 
can be expected to provIde concrete help to farmers market managers and 
planners interesting in exploring new or expanding current market 
operations. 

How to Conserve Energy-and Reduce Operational Costs-at Permanent Food 
Market FacIlities. Using recent examples of conservation measures 
recently undertaken by the Central New York Market, a hybrid 
wholesale/farmers market in Syracuse, NY, and exa!T:ples from other early 
adopters around the country, developed a "how to" manual, that explores 
the feasibility and impact of ~ntroducing solar power, long-storage 
batteries and LED lighting Ln permanent food market facilities and 
warehouses. 7he manual was released in 2012. 

Using Target Marketing to Attract Farmers Market Customers. AMS 
cOffipleted a pilot research study on the effectiveness of using target 
marketing techniques (based on consumer demographics) to attrac~ farraers 
market customers with the Pacific Coast E'armers Market Association 
(PCFMA), an organization that oversees the management of more than 60 



142

farmers markets in the Sar: Francisco Bay area. The research was 
conducted at 22 farmers markets operated by PCFMA, selected to represent 
a diversity of income levels and population densit~es. 

Market Support 

Menands, NY Farmers Market. Create a new master plan and design support 
for improvements to an existing retail shed. Provided technical 
assistance, design support, and trade area analysis of local consumer 
demographics to the manager and Board o~ ~he Capital District Regional 
~arket, Menands, New York, to support Lhe market 1 s planned transition to 
becoming a centralized, fully-coordinated regional food hub. 

Chester, South Carolina Farmers Market, Chester County Agricul~ure 
Economic Development Center. P-l1S provided technical assistance for the 
city of Chester, South Carolina, to make the Center possible. The 
project is funded by a USDA Rural Development Grant of $125,000. The 
Center will function as a food hub which includes a Community Kitchen, 
indoor farmers market, and a covered open air farmer retail pavilion for 
the Catawba Region of South Carolina. 

31ack Belt Family Farm Fruit: and Vegetable Market Center in Selma, AL. 
Developed conceptual designs and market plans in collaboration with the 
Alabama Farmers Market Authority, Alabama Agrjcultural Land Grant 
ALliance, Black Belt Farmers Cooperative, and Tuskegee University. 

USDA Farmers Market. Operated a farmers market at the USDA headquarters 
building for the sixteenth consecutive year, and expanded its farmer's 
market operations to a year-round basis for the first time. The outdoor 
market is held belween June and November, and the indoor market is held 
between Dece~ber and May. 

F'armers Market Consorticm. Organized and hosted at USDA headquarters, 
four quarterly meetings of funders and technical services providers to 
the ~arrners market and direct marketing community. The meetings included 
public, non-profit and private entities to facilitate the exchange of 
timely, relevant information on policy, research and service developments 
across the sector. 

Na-::ional Farmers Market Week Celebration. Coordinated USDA's publication 
of the Secretary's National Farmers Market Week proclamation so that 
farmers market personnel across che Nation could use the proclamation in 
their own pUblicity efforts for National Farmers Market Week during the 
first full week of August. 

FY 2012 Projects: 

Know Your Farmer, Know Your Food/Other Departmental Initiatives 

Provided data for the KYF Compass map of locations and descriptions of 
projects funded through the Farmers Market Promotion Progra~ (FMPP) and 

the Federal-State Marketing Improvement Program (FSMIP) and of the 
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locations of U.S. wholesale produce markets . 

• Provided leadership and membership O~ several KYF subcorrmittees 
Gathering, Research, and Infrastructure. 

Data 

• Participated as reviewers for the 2012 Farm to School Grants Program. 

Research and Information Collection 

National Study of Co~nuniLY Supported Agriculture (CSA) Operatio~s: 

Emerging Marketing and Business Strategies and Implications for Business 
Resilience and Profitability. Use a combination of selected exploratory 
case studies and a nationaJ survey of CSAs in an effort ~o document the 
emerging marketing and business strategies in the CSA sector, with a 
focus on multi-farm operations. ($50,COO Cooperative Agreement) 

Measuring Effects of mobile markets on Healthy Food Choices to evaluate 
and understand how mobile markets affect consumer behaviors and attitudes 
toward healthy food choices in urban and rural areas lacking access to 
healthy foods. ($64,000 Cooperative Agreement) 

Measuring Impacts of Relational Marketing Practices and Social Media Use 
on Community Supported Agricultu~e (CSA) Outcomes. Evaluate and 
understand how the use of relational marketing practices and social media 
technologies (Twitter, Facebook, blogs, etc.) affect the fi~ancial, 
operational, and consumer O'.ltcomes of farmer and coop-run CorrJTIunity 
Supported Agriculture (CSA) programs. ($58,000 Cooperative Agreements) 

National Farmers Market Directory. Update 2012 Direclory and implement a 
web based portal and underlining databases to allow market managers to 
list their market for the first time or update their listing in the USDA 
National Farmers Market Directo~y. Initiate forms and online processing 
for data collection for the Farmers Market Manager Survey in electronic 
format ($117,000 Cooperative Aqreement) 

Assessing the Eco::1omic Impacts of Regional Food Hubs. Customer and vendor 
in-::.erviews and analysis of ecor:.omlc impact.s for food hub in New York. 
($32,000 Cooperative Agreement) 

Market Support 

Tuscarora Organic Growers (TOG) Cooperative, Fulton County PA. AMS 
created as-built floor plans of a highly successful food hub facility. 
This work is in support of an overall case study to provide technical 
development information for aspiring food hub developers. The TOG 
facility was built in phases as the needs changed and the financing 
became available. Consequently the structure is piecemeal in nature. 

The overall layout is awkward but it uses its available space 
efficiently. The structure tas 6 loading docks without sr.elters but it 
does have canopies over the overhead roll-up doors. Staff time on 
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project: 5 days. 

Walterboro Farmers Market and Museum, Colleton County, South Carolina. 
AMS worked jointly with local landscape architect Thomas Angell a~d 
provided AutoCAD plans for the Colleton County Farmers Market which now 
includes the Museum. On March 3, 2010 the co~nty received a Rural 
Business Cooperative Service Grant of $199,916. The grant was used by 
~he Walterboro Farmers Market for construction of a shelter on the 
property. The market now provide retail opportunities for agricultural 
producers and serves as a local distribution center for locally grown 
fruits, vegetables, flowers, plants, crafts and prepared foods. One of 
the County's goals for the market is to improve productivity, 
profitability, and sustainability for small farms and to increase 
interest in local farming. This project provides a lively public space 
t.hat enhances the cohesiveness of this comnmni't-y. Rural Business 
Cooperative Service Grant of 8199,916. Staff time on project: 10 days. 

Gettysburg Farmers Market, Gettysburg, PA. AMS architect provided 
technical assistance to help the community to make a vital site selection 
decision for their farmers mar~et. It was observed that the Adams County 
Farmers Market Association operates three market sites which functions 
independently. Eact site fulfills a different community need and serves 
their corresponding constituents. The city and the associatioG are trying 
to consolidate the three sites into one to strengthen its appeal and 
simplify operations. The Farmers Market AssociatioTl and the city are 
exploring three site options. Recently a tentative offer from the 
Gettysburg Outlet Mall was made for a permanent site. The offering 
includes movi~g the farmers market to a prime location in the mall. The 
incentive is encouraging for the farmers and very beneficial for the mall 
operations. The down side is that areas in ~~e community may not be 
served by this move and the market may lose contact with existing 
customers. Staff time on project: 7 days. 

Project for Public Spaces. Co-sponsor 8th International Public Markets 
Conference to engage small farmers, market managers, co~~unity 

organizers, governmenl officials, and others in discussions of local food 
access and distribution systems (SiD, 000 agreement) 

Publications 

Moving Food Along the Value Chain. Publication serves as a "best practices 
and lessons learned" resource guide for small and ~id-sized farmers. It 
used nine case studies of direct distribution models to inform farmers and 
food distributors about promising delivery mechanisms for locally grown 
food to retail and institutional clients. March 2012 

Food Hub Resource Guide. Publication that targets food entrepreneurs and 
their supporters who are interested in starting food hubs and operators of 
food hubs who are interested in expanding. This guide will also help 
philanthropic foundations, public aqencies, lending institutions, and 
economic development organizatior.s understand the nature, func~ion, and 
operating models of food hubs, helpi~g them to engage hubs in their areas. 
April 2012. 
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FY 2013 Projects Underway: 

Publications 

Food Value Chain Writeshop. Publication describes the results of a 
consens~s of experts on the strategic alliances required for successful 
food value chains such as food hubs to survive economically and to 
generate social benefits. 

Des~gning a Farmers ~arket. Guide for planners and architects, includes 
an online library of designs, elevations, and phot:os to accompany the 
design guide. 

2010 National Survey of Farmers Market Managers. Report describes the 
characteristics of US farmers market operational characteristics, 
governance, vendors, and custome~s based on the 2010 fu~S survey of farmers 
market managers. 

Research and Data Collection 

Philadelphia Wholesale Produce Market Study ($50,000). Market News type 
reporting to track volume and prices of local foods flowing thro'-1gh the 
Philadelphia Wholesale Produce Market. 

Food Hub Cost Analysis and Facilities Design. Case studies of food hubs 
throughout the United Sta:es focusing on facilities desig~ and cost 
estiwates using economic and architect'-1ral staff input. 

Market Support 

Snohomish County Food Hub, May, 2013. An AMS Architect and Economist met 
by teleconference with Linda Nuenzig from the Snohomish County Growers 
Association and with Hui Tian of nStudio 19 Architects and DesLgners" to 
discuss development plans for the Snohomish County Food Hub. The proposed 
multiuse facility has a total footprint on the first floor of 58,000 sq. 
ft. for the food hub with 5f~OO sq. ft. set aside for a commercial kit:chen 
and processing, and 2,500 for the distribution/cooler area, Ioom for two 
restaurants and the rest will be far~ers market. The food hub will occupy 
the entire first floor of the buildJng; it will have 220 apartmen~s built 
above it and two floors of underground parking. There will also be a three 
story parking garage across the street. This is a fully funded project 
using EB5 funds. Snohomish County Growers Al.Liance will be signing a 
master lease on the first floor containing the food hub. Our technical 
assistance has been requested to collaborate with the architects for 
design of ~he aggregation! processing! packing and community ki~chen of 
the load hub. Total est. project cost $1,584 1 000. Staff ~ime on project: 
12 days. 

Orlando, FL Public Market ~arch, 2013. AMS provided architectural planning 
support for a proposed public market facility in Orlando, Florida. The 
~arket will be loca~ed within the existing half-vacant Festival Bay Mall 
structure in Orlando. The 25,000 square foot public market component will 
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highlight Florida's agricultural products. The Mall is privately owned 
and operated by Paragon Outlet Partners LLC a commercial real estate 
development firm based in Baltimore, Maryland. AMS will collaborate with 
the local Architectural firm of Cuhaci & Peterson staff, Paragon Outlet 
Partners staff, and consultant Sharon Yeago. The proposed site potential 
incl:ldes: an active retail environment, favorable demographics, supportive 
employment pool and need for quality food retail. This project is a 
public/private enterprise to promote Florida aqriculture. Work is ongoing. 
Dollar value of project: $5,913,600. Staff time on project: 6 days 

Brighton New York Farmers Market, December, 2012. A master plan concept 
was submitted to the town of Brighton, New York for a multi-functional 
Farmers Market complex. The 50 acre site is located in Buckland Park, 
formally three dairy farms. The city procured "Litle to the farmland and 
annexed it into the city and is zoned parkland. The design concept for 
the market is unique and incorporates a restored barn for uSe as a farmers 
market. The AMS concept ties together multiple functions including a 
community garden, War Veterans Memorial, the historic/restored Buckland 
farm house and a city recreational complex. Our concept is based on the 
restoration of multiple structures to use a farm theme for agri-tourism o~ 
an ed~cational demonSLration dairy operation or to potentially convert the 
site into a food hub. The town of Brighton received a grant from New York 
State and is ~ooking for additional funding to implement the work. Dollar 
value of project: $3,688,396. Staff time on project: 15 days. 

Lyman South Carolina, Farmers Market October, 2012. Community Kitchen 
Design Proposal. AMS Architect staff provided technical support for ::he 
town of Lyman South Carolina by providing a design for a proposed 
community kitchen. The proposed multi-use kitchen will serve the farmers 
market and the Lyman Event Center (civic center). The kitchen is designed 
to serve multiple functions including: farmer value added preparation, 
culinary training, demonstration, catering, nutrition programs, vending 
for the farmers market, and food service for civic and cultural events. 
The kitchen wlll be located in an existing historical facility which was a 
former military armory and is now city property. Do 1. ;.ar value of proj ect: 
$171,360 Staff time on project: 4 days. 

WHOLESALE MARKET DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 

Mr. Aderholt: Does P..MS have any proposals to do additional wholesale 
market development projects in fiscal years 2013 and 2014? 

Response: AMS has projects in FY 2013 to provide market support for 
several emerging farmers markets ar.d food hubs throughout the U.S. Staff 
economists and architects are assisting in si~e design for farmers markets 
and food hubs, and developing facilities design and cost estimates for 
several case st\J.dies of food hubs throughout ::he UniLed States. AMS has 
initiated a study of local food flow ~hrough wholesale markets using ::he 
Philadelphia Wholesale Mar"et as a pilot case. Data will be collected using 
Market News ~echniques and analyzed for volume and value of foods ffiovi~g 

within the regional food shed. Addi~ional initiatives wil1 be developed for 
FY 2013 pending results of studies funded previously and emergence of new 
topics of significance to stakeholders. The budget request planned for FY 
2014 suppor-:':s market expansion for local and regional foods through wholesale 
markets and o~her outlets. 
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Examples of the activities that AMS plans to engage in consist of: 

exploring the potential to use existing farmers markets, public 
markets, and wholesale market infrastructure as product 
aggregation/distribution points for local food deliveries to 
restaurants, retail, and institutional clients; 

ider.tifyir.g the most promising organizational and distribution models 
to facilitate s~rong local and regional food value chains; including 
those that connec~ producers with consumers in underserved communities; 
and 

investigating the role of commercial kitchens and light processing 
facilities in enhancing small business access to markets and permitting 
greater producer returns. 

STAFF YEARS AND POSITIONS 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing the number of staff years 
and positions under AMS from all funding sources for fiscal years 2009 through 
estimated 7014. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 

AMS Staff Years by Funding Source 

2013 2014 

Funding Source 2009 2010 2011 2012 Est. Est. 

Marketing Services - Approp 445 453 44l 416 424 432 

Reimbursed (3.&P) 27 26 27 25 n 27 

Sec. 32 - Appropriated 155 162 160 171 171 173 

Reimbursed (Federal) B 6 4 9 9 9 

Farm Bill (tMPP/SCBG) 6 8 8 9 8 4 

PACA 82 78 75 72 77 77 

Fees for Grdg Cotton/Tobacco 360 393 421 341 421 421 

Grading of Far~ Products 1,348 1,324 1,332 1,328 1,338 1,338 

Total 2,431 2,450 2,468 2,371 2,475 2,481 
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APHIS BUDGET PROPOSAL 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide specific detail on how APHIS plans to 
achieve S12 million in proposed savings from centralized support services, 
especially in light of the reductions and business process reengineering 
efforts already a'ttempted over the past two or three years? Also, explain 
the distinction between these reductions, which may be viewed as across-the
board cuts, and the options to make more strategic reductions. 

Response: APHIS has implemented a variety of changes that will ~esult 
in cost savings and efficiencies. These changes range from implementing 
spending controls to identifying programmatic efficiencies. For example, 
APHIS offered buyouts and early out retirements in FY 20l~ and FY 2012, and 
continues to manage vacancies and realign positions to realize savings in 
salary lapse. APHIS cent~alized certain services such as IT customer service 
support, teleco:mE:J.nications and vehicle inventory with controls on purchases. 
These cost reducLions are factored into the program's budget requests. 

APHIS has identified areas where a shift in methodology or process can 
allow us to save money and still achieve our program goals. For example, 
APHIS has developed several statistical and epidemiological methods to 
increase the efficiency of animal health surveillance activities. We have 
also implemented business process improvements in areas such as investigation 
and enfo=cement, import and export reviews, and reviews of petitions to 
determine the regulatory status of genetically engineered crops. These 
reductions are related to specific program activities. All of these actions 
have helped position the Agency to sustain budget cuts while continuing to 
minimize agricultural risks. 

Mr. Aderholt: APHIS proposed reductions for a number of accounts as a 
result of a requirement for ffiore cos~ share on the behalf of the beneficiary. 
However, the Agency lacks consistency when applying this principle - some 
programs require more cost share while other progra~s require the federal 
government to pay 100 percent of the entire cost for a service. What is the 
Administration's policy? When does APHIS decide to pay 100 percent of a 
service, whe~ does the Agency require partial cost-share, and when does APHIS 
require 100 percent of the service to be paid by the private or pub~ic 
recipient? 

Response: APHIS works with coopera~ors at the State, local, and 
industry levels to achieve overall program goals. This is especially true 
for pest ar.d disease control and eradication programs. Since these pests and 
diseases have a direct impact on State and local conditions and since States 
and localities are beneficiaries of the actions, it is expected that all 
parties will devote avai:able reso~rces to address the outbreak before 
significant economic damage occurs. 

While there is no specific level of required cost share, fiscal 
resources are becoming increasingly scarce at all levels-Federal, State, and 
locally. The Federal government car. accomplish more when program partners 
~elp support the prograDs that directly benefit them. Factors considered 
when determiniilg an appropria::e level of cost share to pursue incl:1de, among 
other things, whether it is a new threat or a longstanding program effort, 
whether the pest or disease spreads quickly, and whether commercial 
industries are at stake. 
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FACILITATI~G u.s. TRADE 

Mr. Aderholt: APHIS is the lead U.S.D.A. agency for fighting the 
scien~ific battles associated with non-tariff trade barriers overseas and 
helping U.S. exporters to open ~p markets. Increasing access to more foreign 
~arket5 should allow for the sale of more U.S. goods and thus support more 
U.S. based jobs. Increased expenditures in this agency activity could result 
in higher returns on investment and ~ore jobs. 

Please describe the efforts over the past two years to increase focus 
on overseas technical support, including details on the use of dollars, FlEs 
and other related resources. 

Response: APHIS conducts capacity building activities to assist 
developing countries strengthen or establish animal and plant health 
reg~latory systems and infrastructure. Doing so can help increase the 
part~er country's ability to participate in safe agricultural trade and 
prevent serious animal and plant health diseases from spreading beyond its 
borders. Accordingly, capacity building activities could eventually help 
recipients increase food security acd income levels while also helping 
protect the United States from expanding pest and disease outbreaks and 
smugg~ing of infes~ed products (as lhe countries build regulatory 
infrastructure and implement qJarantines for pest and disease-infested 
areas). With regUlatory infrastructure in place, developing countries are 
also prepared to import agricultural goods from other countries, including 
the United States. Because of the long-term potential benefits to .S. 
agricultural exporters, APHIS has made capacity building a pillar of its 
strategic plan for its international activities. APHIS often conducts these 
types of projects, which include training courses and on-site technical 
assistance at the request of other U.S. agencies, including the Departnent of 
Defense, U.S. Agency for Interna~ional Development, and USDA's Foreign 
Agricultural Service. APHIS also aligns its efforts to global initiatives 
sponsored by the Food and Agricultural Organiza~ion of the United Nations, 
the World Organization for Animal Health, and -::he Internatio::1al Plant 
Protec~ion Cor.vention to increase the impact of individual projects. APHIS 
is devoting more resources and effort to reviewing requests and aligning 
capacity building projects with strategic, high-priority goals (taking on 
projects in a~eas where pests and diseases have likely pathways to the United 
States and countries to become a trading partner, for example). In FY 
2012, APHIS used $909,000 appropriated funds, $2.25 ~illion in 
reimbursable funds, and 9 FTEs for capacity building activities. In FY 2013, 
APHIS anticipates using $940,000 in appropriated funds, $3.25 million in 
reimbursable funds, and approximately 10 FTEs to support these activities. 

Mr. Aderholt: ?lease explain why CSDA would propose a decrease of 
nearly a half of million dollars for Overseas Technical and Trade Operations 
in FY 2014, especially when s~eady fundinq or increased f~~ding could 
contribute towards jobs. 

Response: USDA's FY 2814 proposed reduction in ':he Overseas Technical 
and Trade Operations program is related to eli~inating cooperative agreement 
funding for foreign gove!'nments in Central and Sout:h America and will not 
impac~ trade facilitation acti.vities. While APHIS has reduced staff in areas 
that previously received coopera~ive agreement fundinq, the Agency is 
maintaining a p~esence in these areas and others around the world to contin"Ge 
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critical activities such as trade facilitation and to provide technical 
assistance as needed on animal and plant health issues. 

Mr. Aderholt: USDA has proposed a decrease in funding for trade and 
technical assistance, but proposed an increase of $725,000 for Lacey Act 
activities. The Lacey Act amendments were desig~ed to address illegal 
logging in foreign countries. How can USDA propose to cut core mission 
activities such technical t~ade operations while asking to i~crease funding 
for illegal Jogging in foreign countries? 

Response: APHIS is charged with implementing the 2008 Farm Bill 
amendments to the Lacey Act and therefore, requested funds so that the Agency 
can carry out this Congressional mandate. As amended, the Lacey Act 
prohibits the importation of any plar~t, with limited exceptions, taken or 
traded in violation of domestic or international laws. APHIS' role is to 
collect impo::::-t declarations for imported, commercial shipments of products 
covered by the 2C08 amendments. The requested increase will help us 
impleme~~ the Lacey Act ~ore efficiently and enhance our ability to prevent 
the importation of specified plants that have been taken or traded illegally. 
Specifically, we would implement a web-based solution to expedite the 
processing of declarations, which are required for imported shipments of 
regulated products, and eliminate the need for paper import declarations. 
This should help make enforcement more effecLive while reducing the burden on 
importers. We would also develop the capacity to analyze data to improve the 
process and to ensure compliance with the ~acey Act provisions. In addition, 
we will continue outreach activities to educate the various industries and 
i;:nporters affected by the Lacey Act a::nendments. 

Regarding the reduction for the Overseas Technical and Trade Operations 
program, APHIS will no longer provide cooperatjve agreement funding to 
foreign govern.ments in Central and South America for animal disease 
surveillance. APHIS is maintain~ng its presence in these areas and others 
around the world to continue critical activities such as trade facilitation 
and to provide techrlical assistance as needed on animal and plant ~eal,:h 
i.ssues. 

Mr. Aderholt: What role does the MRP mission area have in the 
technical support for the two ongoing free trade agreement discussions -
Trans Pacific Partnership (Asia) and Transatlantic Trade and Investment 
Partnership (Europe)? Please provide specific examples. 

Response: As part of a U.S. government, interagency team led by the 
U.S. Trade Representative's Office (USTR), APHiS provides the technical 
expertise needed to successfully address animal acd plant health regulatory 
issues associated with L~ese free trade agreement cegotiations. Since the 
first round of negotiations of the Trans Pacific Partnership (TPP) in March 
2010, APHIS has provided: 1) technical support In addressing bilateral 
sanitary and phytosanitary (SPS) issGes with 7PP partners and 2) guidance to 
the U.S. government Learn regarding negotiating cr~teria for animal and plant 
health co~ponents of the text of the SPS chapter of the agreemer.t. As part 
of the MRP mission areal APHIS is di~ectly responsible for protecting the 
animal and plant health resources of U.S. production agricultLre and natural 
resources. APHIS' participation in the negotiation helps ensure that the SPS 
framework incoI·porated into the agreement is compatible with . S. animal and 
plant health quarantine policies while promoting the export interests of C.S. 
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agricultural producers. In consultation with USTR and U.S. industry groups, 
APHIS has identified specific SPS issues to resolve or substantially advance 
with individual TPP countries as the agreement is finalized. These include 
issues such as removal of trichinae "Lestjng requirements for shipment of U.S. 
fresh pork to Chile, Peru, and Singapore; expanded access for U.S. potatoes 
to Mexico; and market access for U.S. cattle to Chile and Peru. 

Of the 16 rounds of negotiations that have occurred, APHIS and other 
~egulatory agencies have attended 14 rounds to provide technical support to 
the OSTR-led team. The 17th round will be held May 15-24, 2013, in Lima, 
Peru and APHIS will again be represented to provide technical support on SPS 
issues. 

In his State of the Union address of February 13, 2013, President Obama 
announced that he would submit a request to start formal negotiations on TTP. 
As the negotiations occur, APHIS will provide technical support on SPS issues 
to ensure the protection of animal and plant health and natural resources 
within the United States. 

Mr. Aderholt: Some sanitary/phytosanitary trade barriers hinder U.S. 
agricultural exports and strain relations w~th major trading partners. What 
else can APHIS do to help overcome Lhese trade barriers? Please provide 
recent examples. 

Response: USDA and APHIS successfully resolve trade barriers related 
to animal and plant health concerns, participate in the development of 
international standards, and promote the understanding of sanitary and 
phytosanitary principles at horne and abroad. Generally speaking, APHIS 
part~ers with otheL agencies, such as the Foreign Agricultural Service and 
United States Trade Representative, in taking a proactive approach to 
systematically address barriers that arise and have the polential to 
significantly impact U.S. exports. APHIS has done this with a number of past 
and present issues, including HIN1, bovine spongiform encephalopa~hy, and 
avian influenza. 

When animal or plant health concerns potentially li~it the movement of 
a commodity in international trade, APHIS scientists and technical staff 
enter into discussions with their foreign counterparts on the scientifically 
identified risks related to the movement of the product. APHIS exchanges 
technical information wilh our trading partners to address the health 
concerns of the countries involved and enables trade to take place. In 
addition, APHIS attachts posted overseas play an active role by resolving 
urgent problems involving U.S. shipments detained at foreign ports of entry. 
The exchange of technical and scientific information can often convince an 
importing country that the risk associated with imported products is less 
tha~ ~ad been perceived or can be safely addressed through cer~ain risk 
mitigation neasures. 

In FY 2012, APHIS resolved 207 trade-related issues involving 
agriccltural exports, allowing trade worth nore than $2.56 billion to occur. 
These export accomplishments include opening new markets for a variety of 
U.S. products, such as eggs to Mexico worth $13 million, blueberries to Korea 
worth $625,000, and cattle to Jordan worth $200,000. We also retained ~ey 
markets around :he world for products ranging from apples to Mexico worth $15 
million, logs from Virginia and South Carolina to China worth $2.5 million, 
and poultry and poultry products fro~ Minnesota to Turkey worth $2 million. 
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We expanded market opportunities for several U.S. products, including horses 
to Argentina worth $2 million, po~atoes to Japan worth $4.6 million, and 
apples to South Africa worth $750,000. APH:S attaches successfully obtained 
the release 8f n;ore than 300 individual shipments of U.S. agricultural 
products worth more than $41 million. 

The World Organization for Animal Health (OlE) and the International 
Plant Protection Convention (IPPC) are recognized by the ~"'lorld Trade 
Organization as the definitive global bodies responsible for establishing 
science-based sanitary and pr.ytosanitary standards that promote free and 
balanced trade of agricultural products. Because of its regulatory 
expertise, APHIS is the lead .S. government agency for negotiating 
international animal and health star-dards under the IPPC and OlE. In FY 
2012, the DIE adopted more than 18 new or revised international standards. 
Examples include the adoption of a chapter on the evaluation of veterinary 
services and newly adopted chapters in the aquatic code. Also in FY 2012, 
APHIS, together with other IPPC member countries, developed and adopted six 
new and/or updated plant health standards. 

Mr. Aderholt: Through your international program, APHIS maintains a 
presence i~ countries tha~ are significant agricultural trading partners. 
For the record, please provide a list of all countries where APHIS has 
personnel, the number of employees in that country and a brief description of 
the work conducted in that country. Were any countries added or deleted in 
fiscal year 2012 or planned in 2013 FY 2014? 

Response: APHIS' overseas officials support the Agency's pest and 
disease exclusio~ efforts through various activities. They are vital in 
resolving sanitary and phytosanitary (S?S) issues, negotia~ing new markets, 
and retaining existi~g markets. APHIS' presence overseas is critical in 
resolving problems with delayed shipments due to agricultural health or 
documentation concerns. Overseas officials provide expertise to our foreign 
counterparts on animal and plant health issues. APHIS officials operate 
preclearance programs funded through trust funds in approximately 20 
countries to ensure products destined for the United S~ates are inspected 
before departure and meet U.S. entry requirements. 7hese officials cooperate 
wiLh foreign counterparts to keep informed 0: the regional plant a~d animal 
health issues. The collected information helps dictate import and inspection 
policies, validate rLsk assessments, and identify pests and diseases to 
target for surveillance. 

In addition, our officials help developing countries strengthen their 
reguJ"atory infrastructures and enhance their pest and disease control 
proqrams. These activities assist U.S. producers to access export markets 
while protecting U.S. agricul~ural health. 

Agency officials also work with international organizations such as the 
World Organization for Animal Health (DIE) to develop science-based standards 
for international trade and conduct projects to improve regula~ory 
infrastructures in other coun~ries. APHIS works with foreign governments to 
control the Mediterranean fr:Ji:: fly in Mexico, Belize, and Guatemala and to 
prevent the screwworm from spreading into Panama and further northward from 
South America. These activities control the pests and diseases at their 
source and prevent them from spreading to the United States through natural 
means or trade. 
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In FY 2012, as part of the Blueprint for Stronger Service, APHIS closed 
offices in Burma, Cambodia, Indonesia, and Laos. These offices were 
primarily dedicated to avian influenza surveillance and monitoring. 
Additionally, APHIS reduced cooperative animal disease surveillance 
activities with Nicaragua and no longer needs an employee in ~hat country. 
APHIS continues to evaluate overseas operations and post locations on an 
ongoing basis to make sure our resources are strategically located to reduce 
risks to U.S. agriculture and to facilitate safe aqricultural trade. 

The following table provides a list of all countries where APHIS has 
staff and the number in each. Appropriations, user fees, reimbursable 
agreements, and trust funds fund these personnel, which account for the 
differences from those stated in ~he President's FY 2014 Budget. This 
information inclucies American direct hires, locally employed staff, and 
employees fu.nded by outside sources, trust funds and reimbursable agreements. 
APHIS is considering additional changes for FY 2014. 

[The information follows:] 

Region Cour..try FY 2012 
FY 2013 FY 2014 

(est) (est) 

Africa Egypt 3 4 4 

Kenya 1 1 1 " 

Se:1ega1 4 3 2 

South Africa 3 3 4 

Asia/Pacific Afghanistan 2 1 0 

China 6 5 6 

India 3 3 3 
Japan 4 4 4 

Pakistan 1 2 2 

Philippines 4 ~ 4 

South Korea 4 3 3 

Taiwan 2 2 2 

Thailand 4 3 4 
Dominican 

Caribbean Republic 5 3 4 

Haiti 12 13 13 

Jamaica 4 5 5 

Trinidad 1 1 -
Central America Belize 1 1 : 

Costa Rica 4 4 3 

Guatemala 21 21 22 

Honduras 1 1 1 I 

Nicaragua 1 0 0 

Panama 17 20 20 

Europe/Near East Austria 2 1 ~ 

Belgium 5 5 5 

France 1 1 1 

Germany 1 1 1 
Italy 2 2 2 

Netherlands 4 4 3 
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Region FY 2012 
FY 2013 FY 2014 

Country 
(est) (est) 

North America Canada 2 1 1 . 
Mexico 132 104* 104 

South America Argentina 5 7 6 

Bolivia 1 1 1 

Brazil 4 3 3 

Chile 22 21 21 
Colombia 4 4 4 

Ecuador 1 1 1 

Peru 2 2 2 

Uruguay 1 1 1 

Total 297 266 266 
*The decrease ln employees 1n MeX1CO 13 related to the transfer 

of the Screwworm facility in Tuxtla to the Mexican government. 

Mr. Aderholt: How much does APHIS expect to reimburse the Department: 
of State fo:!:' shared adrninistrative costs in fiscal years 2011 and 2012 or 
planned in 2013? How does this compare to previous years? 

Response: APHIS pays the United States Department of State for 
International Cooperative Adrrli~istrative Support Services (ICASS). The ICASS 
system is the principal means by which the U.S. Governme~t provides and 
shares the cost of commo~ administrative support needed to ensure effective 
operations at diplomatic and consular posts abroad. 

[The information follows:] 

STATE DEPARTMENT 
REIMBURSEMENTS 

Fiscal Year 
Reimbursement 

amount 

200'1 $3,385,655 

2008 3,405,388 

)009 3,296,911 

2010 3,794,227 

2011 3,749,488 

2012 3,390,079 

2013 (est. ) 3,270,000 

The amount paid is based on actual services provided and per capita charges. 
APHIS closed several offices in FY 2012 and has not filled certain vacancies 
as an overall cost-cutting neasure l leading to lower ICASS payments. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please lIst the trust fur:.d agreements tha:: APHIS has 
w~th xajor exporting groups. 
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Response: The followi~g table represents FY 2012 agreements, as the 
amount of the FY 2013 agreements will be based on services provided and are 
no~ available at this time. 

[The inforwation follows:l 

APHiS ?RUST FUND AGREEMENTS WITH P~JOR EXPORTING GROOPS 

Trust F'-_md Agreement 

Asociacion de Export de 
Chile 
Association Nationale des 
Export 

Valexport 
Bond Van 
Bloembollenhandelaren 
(P.~NTHOS) 

Jamaican minis~ry of 
Agriculture 

Deciduous Fruit Producers 
Trust 
Association Peraar1a de 
Exportadores de Mango 

Fundaci6n ~'1ango Ecuador 

Ibertrade Commercial 
Corporation 

Pipfruit New Zealand 

Trust Fund Agreement 

National Agricultural 
Cooperative Federatio~ 

Copexeu 
Empacadoeras de Mango de 
ExporLacioD, AC EMEX 
Asociac Lor:: de E::npacadores 
y ?roductores, 
Sxportadores de Aquacate 
Michoacan A.C. APEAM 

'I'o:.al I 

Country 

Chile 

Hait, 

Brazil 

Ne~herlands 

Jamaica 

South 
Africa 

Pe::::-c. 

Ecuador 

Spain 

New Zealand 

Korea 

Argentina 

Mexico 

Jv.!exico 

FY 2012 
ArnO:.lnt 

$2,048,692 

$868, )32 

$566,309 

$549,930 

$458,137 

Major Commodity 

~ultiple Commodities 

Nangoes 

Mangoes 

Bulbs & Perennials 

Mul "!:iple CorrtlEodi ties 
Apples, Oranges, 
Clemen~ines, Grapes, 

$292,674 Pears 

$262,600 Mangoes 

S281,318 Mangoes 

$282,801 

$180,219 

FY 2012 
A.rnount 

Oranges, Lemons, 
Clementines 

App2...es, Pears 

Major CommodiLy 

Apples, Sandpears, 
$392,670 Chestnu~s 

$475,280 

$357,095 

$555,817 

$7,572,274 

Apples, Cherries, 
Nectarines, Pears, 
Plums, Peaches, 
Blueberries 

Mangoes 

Avocados 

NEW FERAL SWINE PROGRfu~ 

Mr. Aderholt: APHIS is proposing to start a new comprehensive feral 
swine control program. T~e request is for $20 m~llio~ and 95 sta~f years. 
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The Agency estimates that the feral swine population has grown from 1 million 
in 17 states to 5 million in 38 states over 20 years. 

Since o~e of the prireary reasons for this proposal is to address the 
threats to and from zoonotic disease, what else 1S APHIS doing in other 
Agency programs to support this broader effort? 

Response: APHIS has a long history i~ addressing zoonotic diseases. 
Two of our longest eradication efforts, bovine brucellosis and bovine 
tuberculosis, are focused on zoonotic diseases. In addition, APHIS has 
worked with the poultry industry in addressing salmonella and avian 
influenza, eradicated swine brucellosis from the commercial swine herd in the 
United States, and developed a voluntary trichinae certification program. 
APHIS also licenses, inspects, and tests approximately 800 veterinary 
biologics products for zoonotic agents. 

More recently, APHIS has adopted the One Health concept to further 
protect animal and human health. The One Health concept promotes local, 
state, national, and international collaborative efforts to promote healthy 
animals, people, and ecosystems. APHIS has alig~ed internal policies, 
programs, and infrastructure around this initia~ive, while developing 
strategies and policies for how animal health age~cies can effectively engage 
with public health counterparts. APHIS' feral swine damage management 
program supports these existing initiatives to reduce the threat of disease 
spread between animals and humans and will integrate efforts between State 
wildlife, agric~lture, and public tealth agencies by leveraging appropriated 
funds with financial and in kind support at the ~ocal level. 

The National Rabies Managemenl program has been actively involved in 
~educing the potential spread of raccoon rabies to livestock, people and pets 
across the eastern United Stales since the 1990s. Annually, APHIS 
distributes more than seven million oral rabies vaccine baits across 15 
States. As a result, APHIS has co~e closer to achieving its goal of 
preventing the spread of this zoonotic disease from wildlife to humans. APHIS 
has been coordinating these efforts and activities among State wildlife, 
agriculture, and public health agencies. For exa~pl~, the National Rabies 
Management coordinales efforts between U.S., Canadian, and Mexican wildlife, 
agricultu~ef and public health agencies. 

In addition, APHIS' Natior.al Wildlife Disease program participa~es in 
wildlife disease monitoring and surveillance efforts, including zoonoLic 
diseases l in all regions of the ~nited States. The National Wildlife Disease 
program has been actively invo~ved in monitoring for zoonotic diseases such 
as bovine tUberculosis, highly pathoge~ic avian influenza l plague, and 
tularemia. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provjde specific details on the major activities 
within this proposal, including the breakout of dollars and FTEs for each 
type of activity. 

Response: APHIS will serve as the lead Federal agency in a cooperative 
effort with other Federal, State, tribal, and local entities that share a 
comInon interest in addressing this issue. Si-nce environmental conditions and 
laws governing feral swine vary considerably among States, APHIS' strategy is 
to provide resources and expertise at a national level, while allowing 
flexibility to manage operational activities from a local or State 



157

perspective. APHIS will gather stakeholder inp~t through the NEPA process to 
determine implementation strategies that meet the needs of individual States. 
The program is based on an i~tegrated approach to controlling feral swine 
danage, a~d it will include four key components: field operations, disease 
and population monitoring, research, and communication and outreach. 

[The i:-tformation follows:] 

Breakout of Activity 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

Mr. Aderholt: If the Agency is attempting to strengthen programs that 
are sensitive to serious disease outbreak such as swine health - why would 
the agency propose a new program alongside a net decrease of $2.7 million for 
this corresponding program? 

Response: The !let decTease in the swine health program is unTelated to 
the new feral swine damage management program. The proposed decrease in the 
FY 2014 PTesident's Budget is due to APHIS' ability to increase the 
efficiency of the existing surveillance program. 

Application of statistical and epide~iological methods has allowed the 
Agency to increase the efficiency of the existing animal health surveillance 
system, without sacrificing confidence of industry and trading partners in 
our survei;lance system. These efficiency methods ir..clude: using statistics 
to determine the surveillance levels needed to achieve the objectives of 
disease detectio~ for each anima~ species and given disease; utilizing 
ta~geted surveillance focusing on animals with a higher probability of 
disease; leveraging historical data; coxbining surveillance streams; 
integrating disease testing where one sample is tested for ~ultiple diseases; 
and applying cost-benefit analysis to measure the value of the information 
received from the dollars spent. By applying these efficiency methods, APHIS 
can sign.ificantly reduce sample collection needed for surveillance in 
commercial swine. APHIS will continLle to conduct surveillance for major 
diseases of concern, 

At Lhe proposed level of funding, the U.S. surveillance efforts will be 
aligned with many of our major trading partners. APHIS will retain the 
ability to modify surveillance to survey for other diseases or increase the 
levels of detection in the ever.t of a disease outbreak or other circumstances 
that warrant such an action to protect the health of the U.S. swine 
populaLion. APHIS' new proposed FY 2014 feral swine damage ma~agement 
program will focus on removiIJ.g feral animals and reducing damage to 
agriculture and the environment, and further monitor for diseases 
specifically in feral swine. 
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Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a five year history of APHIS' 
expenditures on swine surveillance, including planned spending i~ fiscal year 
2013 and proposed spending in fiscal year 2014. 

Response: The information is submitted for the reco~d. 

[The information follows:} 

APHIS'SWINE SURVEILLANCE 
EXPENDITURES 

(Dollars in Millions) 

Fiscal Year Amount Spent* 

2008 $14.3 
2009 $13.7 
2010 $12.2 
2011 $11. 7 
2012 $11. 7 

2013 (est.) $11.1 

2014 (est. ) $8.7 

*:n FY 2008 - FY 2011, swine surveillance activities were fu~ded through the 
Animal Health Monitoring and S~rveillance line item (AHMS); APHIS did not 
specifica:ly track swine surveilla~ce activities within overall AHMS spending 
so the figures shown are estimates. Since FY 2012, swine surveillance 
activities have been funded through the Swine Health line item; APHIS does 
not specifically track surveillance ac~ivities within overall Swine Health 
spending so the figures shown are estimates. 

Mr. Aderholt: Has any other part of the Federal government endorsed or 
supported a swine surveillance program at USDA? If so, please specify which 
federal and/or state organizations support such a program at USDA. 

Response: In preparation for implementing a national feral swine 
damage managewent program in FY 2014 which will, if approved, include 
monitoring for diseases in feral swine, USDA has begun engaging other Federal 
pa::::-tr.ers and State organizations. In 2013, USDA's lead Agency for the 
national feral swine damage management program, the Animal and Plant Health 
Inspectio~ Service (APHIS), wil.l hold a meeting for Agencies cooperating on 
an environmental impact analysis of the proposed program. Attendance will 
include represe~tatives from the United States Forest Service, the Natural 
Resources Conservation Se;vice, the National Park Service, the United States 
National Invasive Species Council, the Natior.al Association of S~ate 
Departments of Agriculture, and the Association of Fish and Wildlife 
Agencies. To date, these Federal and State agencies have been supportive of 
the USDA plan to address the growing feral swine problem. APHIS will 
continue to collaborate with our partners who share a similar goal of 
reducing the feral swine damage and monitoring for swine diseases. 

AVIAN HEAL7H 

Mr. Aderholt: The APHIS budget notes that the poultry industry is 
valued at $35 billion oy more. Whe~ you look at the total economic activity 
of the iDdustry, ecor.omists have calculated the total estimated impact on the 
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U.S. economy at around $257 billion. Not only is this industry a vi~al part 
of our national economy and the econoIr.ies of my district in northern Alabama, 
it provides many Americans and people across the world with an affordable 
source of valuable protein. We need to ensure tha~ the animals and animal 
products are healthy and free of disease and your Department plays a critical 
roLe here. 

The APHIS budget notes that the poultry industry is valued at $35 
billion or more while some economists have calculated the total estimated 
impact on the U.s. economy at around $257 billion. 

Please explain to the Com~ittee why the President's budget proposes a 
decrease of $2.5 million, especially in light of continued incidents of High 
and Low Path Avian Influenza in places like our neighbor Mexico and the Avian 
Influenza outbreak in China that has been linked to many deaths. 

Response: APHIS proposed the funding reductio~ due to the completion 
of one-time investments and better knowledge of the disease. Greater 
ur.derstanding of bird movements and migrations, improvements to response and 
containment activities, and the completion of preparedness projects allowed 
us to decrease our spending in international and w~ld bird surveillance 
activities without posing additional risk to our domestic poultry industry. 
The requested reduction will not impact our domestic surveillance efforts in 
commerc::'al poultry, which continue to meet requirements of our trading 
partners. APHIS continues to work closely with stakeholders to address 
emerging issues and ensure our program activities are sufficient to protect 
the health of U.S. poultry. 

[vIr. Aderholt: What is USDA doing overseas to bolster the overall 
effectiveness of U.S. avian health proqrams? 

Response: USDA officials overseas facilitate agricultural trade, 
maintain contact with agricultural officials where they are posted, monitor 
agricultural health, and lead efforts in sanitary and phytosanitary standard 
setting. USDA works closely with the U.S. Trade Representative's Of=ice to 
~aintain a coordinated, strategic approach to resolving plant and animal 
health issues that affect U.S. exports. APHIS maintains seven offices in 
Asia to provide paints of contact for U.S. agricultural interests and help 
collec~ relevant real-time informa~ton such as updates on avian health. For 
example, APHIS' office located in Bangkok, Thailand specifically focuses on 
avian health in Southeas~ Asia's lesser-developed economies. APHIS conducts 
surveillance, capacity building, training and overseeing monitoring, 
epidemiology, and diagnostic testing throuqho~t the region (although on a 
more limited scale following the completion of several capacity building 
projects related to avian influenza). 

To open markets for U.S. poultry, APHIS has negotiated and renegotiated 
sanitary protocols for trade of various poultry and poultry-related products. 
When markets have been abruptly closed to certain U.S. States or regions in 
response to low pathogenic avian influenza detections, APHIS provides 
science-based rationales for reopening lhe market, coordinates informational 
visits and exchanges, facilitates the U.S. ir.dustry's access to decision
makers, and participates in continued negotiations. 

In FY 2012, APHIS retained and expanded $200 million worth of U.S. 
poultry exports around the world: S100 million in poultry products exported 
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to the p...mericas, 520 million to Asia, and $80 million to Europe/Africa/Middle 
East. Recent export accomplishments i:iLclude: expansion to Costa Rica for 
hatching eggs and day-old chicks worth $2.2 million, expansion of hatching 
eggs to the Europear. Union worth $1 million, and new market access gained in 
poultry and eggs to Mexico worth more than $25 million. In February 2013, 
APHIS opened markets in Belarus, Kazakhsta:1, and Russia for day-old chick.s 
and hatching eggs, increasing U.S. exports by an estimated $25 million a 
year. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide details as to which foreign markets 
currently block U.S. exports of poultry as a result of non-tariff trade 
barriers? Also, describe ar.y recent activities and support provided by APHIS 
to the U.S. trade agencies to open these markets to U.S. poultry and/or 
poultry products. 

Response: Several countries restrict U.S. exports of poultry or poultry 
products as a result of non-trade tariffs barriers. This includes sanitary 
and phytosanitary issues that APHIS addresses as well as food safety issues 
addressed by the Food Safety and Inspection Service (2SIS). Due to concerns 
over avian influenza (AI) and exotic ~ewcasLle disease, some countries 
(including Argentina and Uruguay) refuse to allow ~mports of fresh, frozen, 
and chilled poultry from the United States. Morocco restricts imports of 
U.S. poultry and poultry prod~cts due to concerns about AI and salmonella, 
which falls under the purview of ?SIS. Japan limits market access to U.S. 
poultry ~eat and poultry products, inc~uding egg products, due to concerns 
related to AI. China, Colombia and Russia reslrict market access to raw 
poultry due to zero tolerance policies with regard to pathogens such as 
salmonella and listeria. Additionally Russia and the European U~ion also 
place restrictions on .S. poultry products related to the use of pathogen 
reduction treatments. 

APHIS has been actively engaged with the Office of the Uno ted States 
Trade Representative (USTR) and the Foreign Agricultural Service (FAS) to 
ensure that U.S. poultry and poultry products gain and retain access LO 

foreign markets. APHIS provides scientific information about the health 
status of U.S. poultry and potentia~ regional situations regarding potential 
outbreaks of poultry diseases. Because issues affecting poultry exports are 
co::nplex and involve bot!l animal and human health concerns, APHIS wor'<s very 

osely with FSIS, FAS, and USTR. In FY 2012, APHIS heJped retain r:tarket 
access for ~.S. poul~ry and poultry products through the exchange of 
information regarding Federal, State, and industry safeguarding measures to 
detect and prevent the spread of AI in the United States. Recently, APHIS 
worked to repeal a ban on poultry pr'oducts to Albania; negot iated new 
requirements for meals, ~al1ow, lard, and fat derived from poultry with 
Mexico; negotiated access for previously banned poultry and poultry products 
to Macedonia; and worked with ColorEbia to lift restrictions on hatching eggs 
and day old chicks. APHIS worked with China, Kuwait, Japan, Mcxico, Russia, 
Taiwan, and Turkey to lift import suspensions on various States due to low 
pathoge:lic avian influenza. APHIS also communicates with its counterparts on 
an ongoing basis about issues that may affect speci:lc shipments held up in 
foreign ports of entry. 
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B=OTECH REV:SW IN APHIS 

Mr. AderholL: Over a year ago, USDA announced process improvements to 
the biotech petition regulatory review program intended to significantly 
reduce the time for review and approval of new traits in seed products. 
Despite the fiscal challenges, Congress recognized the importance of 
supporting APHIS and the corresponding potential for biotech crops by 
providing the Agency with a $5.0 million increase in FY 2012. While the 
review process for some biotech crops lasted 900 days or even longer, the 
current goal is a decision under a year. 

When will APHIS expect to show more improvements from ~his revised 
process and the increased investment? Please provide specific targets. 

Response: As part of the Blueprint for Stronger Service initiative, 
APHIS conducted a business process improvement for the petition review 
process. In streamlining lhe review of biotechnology petitions, APHIS 
implemented a structured process, including standardized timelines for each 
step. APHIS is already seeing progress related to the changes. For example, 
the initial review to determine if a petition is complete and contains all 
the inforT.ation necessary for a t~orough evaluation previously took a year on 
average and involved significant back-and-forth between APHIS and the 
petitioner. Under the revised process, APHIS' target is to complete these 
initial reviews in less than 90 days. On average, APHIS is actually 
completing them in 65 days~ Another improvement is :aster completion of the 
APIIIS plant pest risk assessment. In ~he past, this step took a~ average of 
5 to 6 I!\onths. Under the new petition review process, APHIS completes the 
review, on average, in about 70 days. 

Evidence that these process improvements are yielding results include 
publication of eight petition-related dockets in February 2013, including an 
announcement of the extension of non-regulated status for a genetically 
engineered crop uDder a~ expedited review process for plan~ lines that are 
similar to those previously reviewed. APHIS plans to announce soon the 
availability of petitions for pGblic comr.tent on a proposed determination of 
non-regulated status for alfalfa engineered to have lower lignin levels to 
i:'[tprove its digestibility ano for potatoes with lower levels of acrylamide 
and reduced black spot bruising. 

The AgeC1cy also is developing environmental assessments for 9 
additional petitions l some of which are taking slight1y longer than projected 
mainly due to the volume of petiti.ons at this step in the process. However, 
APHIS expects to publish its first preliminary determinations for products 
under the improved process in 2013. APHIS fully expects to meet its new 
time=-i.nes once the petitions received before the new process was :c.mplcmented 
have completed the process. 

Note: Esti~ated time savings for plant pest risk assessments reflects 

updated data from information available at Agriculture Secretary's hearir.g on 
,y 2014 budget. 

Mr. Aderholt: Assuming that all the necessary legal, envi~o~mental, 

a~d scientifjc controls are part of the review process, what are the 
ramifications of APHIS not approving new traits in a more timely manner? 
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Response: The safe development of genetically engineered (GEl crops 
provides the United States with opportunities to increase its exports of 
biotechno:ogy-derived products. A vital component to supporting marketplace 
competi..tion and strong exports is having a regulatory system that provides 
for the safe development and use of biotechnology in a timely manner. 
Accordingly, A?HIS implemented process improvements and developed a 
streamlined process that meets ail of the necessary legal, environ~ental, and 
scientific reviews and requirements. By increasing efficiency in the 
petition process, safe GE products ca:;) enter the marketplace more quickly, 
allowing for market advances and export opportunities. Without a timely, 
more predictable process, developers face uncertainty and delays in bringing 
Lew products to the marketplace. 

Mr. Aderholt: Does APHIS believe that this new process will help U.S. 
producers maintain a competitive advantage over U.S. competitors in overseas 
markets? 

Response: The new process will help companies bring products to the 
U.S. marketplace sooner. New genetically engineered crops must still undergo 
regulatory reviews in other countries before t~ey can be marketed in foreign 
countrjes. However, in cases where trading partners prefer that newly 
developed crops have completed USDA reviews before the foreign country's 
government begins its review, the faster timelines will allow these products 
to start the review p=ocess sooner in these other countries. 

Mr. Aderholt: Is APHIS currently coope2:"ating with any other non-U.S. 
governments on the biotech review process used in the United States? If so, 
please provide details. 

Response: APHIS engages in formal and regular interactions with 
several key countries. APHIS works closely w~th Canada and Mexico in a 
trilateral technical working group to move toward greater harmonization in 
regulatory policies and procedures aLd to cooperate on ~isk assessment of new 
genetically engineered (GE) products. APHIS also participates in the North 
&'11erican Bio':echnology I:r:.itiative, a policy forum that facilitates 
information sharing and cooperation between the three countries. APHIS 
officiais and their counterparts i~ USDA's Foreign Agricultural Service 
foster cooperation with China on regulation of GF, crops, participating in 
discussions on risk assessment of new GE products a~d mechanisms for 
informa~ion exchange. 

APHIS currently serves as the Chair of the Working Group for 
Harmonization of Oversight for Biotechnology within the Organization for 
Economic Cooperation and Development. This forum develops consensus 
docuIT.ents for the evaluation of new biotechnology products. APHIS also 
parlicipates and provides technical expertise in risk assessmeLt as it 
impacts a regulatory st:::-ucture in the Ad Hoc Technical Experts Group on Risk 
Assessrner.t, a working group under the auspices of the Cartagena Protocol for 
Biosafety under the United Nations Convent~on on Biological Diversity. 
APHIS provides subject matter exper~s for international workshops! seminars, 
and conferences on biotechnology regulation. During FY 2012, APHIS provided 
a biotechnologist for an environrne:1tal risk assessment workshop in Chile 2nd 
a biotechnology short course that included participants drawn f~om countries 
of sub-Saharan Africa and Southeast Asia. 
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APHIS meets with foreign visitors who are interested in learning more 
about how the United States regulates the safe use of bio~echnology derived 
crops. These interactions include foreign visitors representing the press, 
politicians, governmen~ ministry officials, scientists, and consumer groups. 
In FY 2012, APHIS provided information about USDA's biotechnology regula~ory 
policies and procedures to visitors from Colombia, China, Japar., Necherlands, 
Russia, South Korea, and VietnaTI. Thus far in FY 2013, APHIS also provided 
infor~ation to visiting regulatory officials of Indo~esia, Turkey, the 
European Union, India, Kazakhstan, Brazil, Colombia, Serbia and Vietnam. 
Later this spring, APHIS will meet with delegations from Nigeria, Malawi, 
Uganda, Mozarrbique, and Burkina Faso. These activities are intended to help 
other countries develop regulatory systems for biotechnology-derived crops 
and allow t~em to make informed regulatory import decisions. 

Mr. Aderholt: One reason for the long review times in this process 
goes back to the environmental impact assessment. Last year, the Secretary 
made a commitment along with then-E2A Administrator Jackson to improve 
coordination between the two agencies. Has USDA made any improvements in 
this part of the process with EPA so that thorough reviews are performed in a 
quicker ma~ner? Are the two agencies working better than they had before? 

Response: USDA and EPA are workir.g closely to enhance coordination of 
regulatory reviews. :n December 2012, APHIS and EPA held the first of 
regular discussions to layout a strategy to improve collaborations and 
coordination between the two agencies for the review of new uses of existing 
herbicides (under EPA's authorities) and genetically engineered crops 
resistant to those herbicides (under APHIS' authorities). The two agencies 
reviewed processes and identified opportunities to improve coordination that 
would ultimately lead to timely sharing of information and the 
synchronization of decisions. APHIS' improvemer.ts in its petition process 
will reduce the time it takes to complete its review process. The new 
tirnelines are very similar to EPA's registration timelines under the 
Pesticide Registration Improvement Act. As a resu~t, the two agencies have 
developed joint timelines for reviews that highlight critical information 
sharing points and public engagement that would increase the likelihood of 
synchro:lous appcovals. EPA and APHIS are piloting ttis improved process for 
a number of products currently under review. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please inform the SubcoTIL"ni ttee of how many products are 
awaiting approval, in accordance with the Plant Protection Act, from APHIS 
and the average length of time new product:. approval requires? 

Response: APHIS currently has 21 petitions under review. Since 2006, 
the average le~gth of time APHIS has required to reach determinations was 2.6 
years, with some petitions taking 5 years or more. However, these figures 
reflect the timelines of the previous, unimproved process; to date, no 
petitions have fully completed the improved process from start to finish. 
Over the next few months, as petitions received before the new process was 
implemented are cleared from the backlog and the first petitions unde~ the 
new process are completed, average times ::0 reach decisions will drop 
dramatical.i.y to an estimated 14 to 16 months. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the Subcommittee with a table showing the 
staffing and funding for the Biotechnology RegUlatory Services for the past:. 
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five years as well as planned expenditures for fiscal years 2013 and 2014. 
Please note any reprogrammings or transfers included in these amounts. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:) 

BIOTECHNOLOGY REGULATORY SERVICES 
FUNDING AND STAFF YEARS 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

FY 2008 ,y 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 
(est) 

Funding $11,728 $12,877 $13,322 $13,037 $18,135 $16,738 $18,215 

Staff 
74 

Years 
79 81 81 92 90 90 

Mr. Aderholt: ?lease provide the Subcornmi::tee with an update on APHIS 
animal-related biotechnology activities. 

Response: APHIS, along with the toad and Drug Administration {FDA}, 
ensures the safe use of genetically engineered (GE) organisms a~d insects. 
APHIS regulates certain GE insects as plant pests under its plant 
biotechnology regulatio~s. APHIS also uses its animal health regulations to 
ensure that GE insects do not pose a threat to animal health. The Agency's 
regulations require permits for organisms and vectors that present an animal 
health risk and that are imported into the United States or moved interstate. 
APHIS issues permits for importing insects that are potential vectors of 
animal disease agents. In general, GE insect vectors mayor may not pose any 
additional animal health concerns, a~d these are evaluated on a case-by-case 
basis. Upon review of the study protocol and other scientific supporting 
documents for each request for importation or release of G~ animal pests, 
APHIS will determine the regulatory action needed on a case-by-case basis. 
The regulatory action could involve issuing a permit with certain 
restrictions; further asseSSllient for risk or environmen~al impacts; or, upon 
determination of no animal health impact, issuance of a letter of no 
jurisdiction. FDA has inters-::ate authority over movement. of food animals 
under the Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act, and APHIS coordinates with FDA on 
issues related to GE animal pests. 

Mr. Aderhol::: Please in form the Subcomrni t tee of all payrnen-::s made by 
USDA to outside organizations as a resul~ of legal challenges to any aspect 
of the biotechnology review process at USDA or US~A agencies. The response 
should include t.he names of a1] organizat:ions receiving payment, the 
respective dollar amounts, and the account -:=rom which the payment was made. 

Response: In FY 2008, APHIS made a payment to Earth Justice in the 
amount of $443,327 from its Biotechnology Regulatory Services annual 
appropriation. In FY 2009, APHIS made a payment of $85,141 to the 
International Center for Technology Assessment fro~ the Biotechnology 
Regulatory Services annaal appropriation. In FY 2012, APHIS paid two 
separate legal settlements to the Center for Food Safety in the amounts of 
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$1.20 million and $2.21 million. The settlements were paid from APHIS' 
Biotechnology Regulatory Services FY 2012 annual appropriation. 

METHLY BROMIDE PHASE-OUT 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the Committee on the agency's activities 
related to the Montreal Protocol and methyl bro:nide. What specific 
activities are planned for fiscal years 2013 and 2014? 

Response: USDA works closely with the State Department to provide 
support to the U.S. delegation for the Parties to the Montreal Protocol on 
critical uses, and quarantine and pre-shipment uses of methyl bromide. In FY 
2012, APHIS finalized an economic aSseSSIT.ent on the use of methyl bromide as 
a quarantine and pre-shipment treatment. The assessment fou~d that U.S. 
exports, for which methyl bromide fumigation was required, as the sale 
effective treatment option, had an average value of 5370 million per year 
between 2005 and 2009. The value of exports for which methyl bromide was one 
of several phytosanitary treatment options required by the importi~g country 
was approximately $4.5 billion per year during the same time period. 

In addition to the exemption for quarantine and pre-shipment uses of 
methyl bromide, the Montreal Protocol allows exemptions for "critical uses,n 
such as fumigations to address pests duriDg agricultural production for which 
there are no other practical treatments. ~hese critical use exemptions are 
granted on an ann~al basis by the Parties to the Montreal Protocol. With the 
Agricultural Research Service as the lead Agency and APHIS providing support, 
'JSDA supports .S. growers through providing data and justification for the 
0.S. request for critical use exemptions. At the Meeting of the Parties to 
the Montreal Protocol in Novenbcr 2012, the V.S. delegation secured its full 
request for critical use exemptions for methyl bromide for calendar year 
2014, inc':udlng for example, strawberries, mills and food processing 
structures, cured pork, and dried fruit. USDA will continue to work closely 
with the State Department on methyl bromide issues in FY 20]3-2014. APHIS is 
also continuing to support ARS in securing critical use exemptions for 
calendar year 2015. 

INVAS"VF. SPECIES -- BROWN MARMORATED STINK BUG 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the SubcoIT,mittee with an updated status 
on what APHIS and its federal and non-federal partners are doing to control 
the spread of the brown marmorated stink bug. The response should note 
whether or not APHIS is using a contair.ment policy or a policy aimed at 
eradicatir.g the pest. 

Response: Due to the pest's wide distribution, APHIS and other Federal 
and State officials have determined that a traditio~al regu~atory approach is 
no~ practical for the pest. Through research, APHIS has concluded that 
enforcing a containment or quarantine program is not attainable without 
causing additional econo~ic hardship to growers and the general public. 
Specifically, enforcing regulations to prevent the spread of the brown 
marmorated stink bug (BMSB) is not possible due to the pest's ability to 
spread to new areas by hitchhiking on any mode of transportation. 
Additionally, this pest survives the winter by hiding in natural habitats, 
such as cracks and crevices in rock faces and the inside of homes and 
buildings. 



166

APHIS contin~es to partner with USDA's Aqricultural Research Service 
(ARS) and other cooperators to support evaluation of potential biological 
control agents for environmental release (ensuring that they would not become 
pests in their own right or have other! unintended consequences). APHIS will 
provide assistance in implementing a biological control program when it is 
developed. Additionally, APHIS is supporting ARS effort to develop 
monitoring too1s that ca~ be used to better estimate the threat from 
overwintering populations and evaluate the efficacy of pesticide treatments. 

APHIS VEHICLE INVENTORY 

Mr~ Aderholt: Please describe and quantify any actions or measures by 
APHIS over the past ~wo years to reduce the cost of its vehicle invento~y. 

Response: Over the past two years, APHIS completely revised its 
me~hodology for collecting vehicle inventory data. The methodology includes 
the review and approval of senior level managers ir. each program owning 
vehicles. The senior level managers also review the usage of each vehicle to 
identify under-utilized vehicles that could be shared within the agency as 
well as offer vehicles to the agency that aye proposed to be disposed of 
prior to disposal. As a result of these changes, APHIS removed 340 vehicles 
from its fleet in FY 2012 and removed another 141 vehicles so far in FY 2013. 

APHIS is curre~tly implementing a vehicle allocation methodo!ogy that 
will provide a framework for further right-sizing of the Agency's fleet. The 
resulting information will be reviewed and approved by senlor level managers 
to allow APHIS to better manage its fleet and continue to dec~ease its size 
and cost, while still meeting the needs of our programs and allowing us to 
serve the taxpayers in the most e~fective way possible. 

ERADICATION OF THE BOLL WEEVIL AND PINK BOLLWORM 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the Subcommittee with the latest 
assessrne~t of boll weevil eradication efforts, including a timeline and 
estimate of resources required to eradicate the pest? 

Response: The Cotton Pests program works wlLh States, the cot~on 
industry, and Mexico to eradicate the boll weevil frop all cotton-producing 
areas of the United States and northern Mexico. APHIS provides national 
coordination, operational oversight, and technology development for this 
program. In addition, we provide Lechnical advice on trapping and treatment 
protocols to our partners ic Mexico for their eradication efforts. ?he 
eradication effort involves mapping cotton fields, using pheromone traps to 
evaluate weevil presence, and applying pesticides. O~ce we eradicate the 
bol~ weevil, we will conduct long-term surveillance ~o guard against re
infestation and to take action if re-infestation occurs. After the boll 
weevil is eradicated from an area, cotton growers rely far less on 
l~secticides, thus reducing their production costs. 

APHIS and cooperators have eradicated boll weevil from 99.5 percent of 
the 16 million acres of U.S. cotton. Of the three remaining zones in the 
Texas boll weevil program, One is free of boll weevil, and a seco~d had one 
field with some detections in the fall of 2012 but is currently weevil-free. 
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However, the southern portion of the Lower Rio Grande Valley (LRGV) zone 
still contains boll weevil populations. Boll weevil is also present in 
adjacent areas in Tamaulipas State, Mexico. Until boll weevil is eradicated 
in Tamaulipas, ~he LRGV will be subject to boll weevil re-infestation due ~o 
natural migration of the pest £ro~ Mexico. Security concerns at the Mexican 
border have prevented cooperators from timely inspections of traps and 
treatment of infested fields in Tamaulipas. As a result, o~going treatments 
and activities will be necessary in the LRGV to eradicate the boll weevil. 
Therefore, we cannot provide an exact timeline. APHIS expects to spend 
approximately $5.4 million on boll weevil in FY 2014, and expects to need 
similar amounts in upconing years. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing boll weevil funding, to 
include fiscal year 2011 and 2012 ac~uals and estimates for 2013 and 2014. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The infornation follows:} 

Mr. Aderholt: Please indicate which states have received boll weevil 
funding since 2008 and the amounts received by each. 

Response: The information is submitted for ::he record. Included ir: 

each year's total is approximately $300,000 spent in Mexico. 

[The information follows: J 

State 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California'" 
Kansas 
Louisiana 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
New Mexico 
Oklahoma 
J:'ennessee 
Texas 
70tal 

Boll Weevil Funding by state 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 
$85 $84 $84 $84 

2,921 0 0 31 
682 ·162 757 352 

0 0 0 34 
1,383 0 0 0 
1,660 0 0 0 
1,794 0 0 0 

109 108 107 96 
512 0 0 0 

2,182 0 0 0 
18,596 15,612 11,842 9,902 

$29,924 $16,566 $12,790 $10,499 

Fo: 2013 
FY 2012 (est. ) 

$117 $1,053 
43 0 

491 365 
47 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

134 116 
0 0 
0 0 

10,487 7,309 
$11,30.9 $8,843 . *Includes funds spent In nor~nern MeX1CO to protect Callfornla cotton 

producing areas. 
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Mr. Aderholt: What activity has lhere been in the boll weevil loan 
program over the past three years? 

Response: There have been no new loans issued over the past three 
years, and the only remaining loans are with Texas and Arkansas. Texas and 
Arkansas have balances remaining on their loans with the Farm Services Agency 
in. the amounts of $13.5 million and approximately $7.3 milli.on, respectively. 
Texas also has 3 Commodity Credit Corporation loan balance of approximately 
$8.8 million. 

Mr. AderholL: Please provide the Subcommittee with the latest 
assessment of pink bollworm eradication efforts, including a timeline and 
estimate of resources requ~red to eradicate the pest? 

Response: Worki.:1g with States and the cotton industry, APHIS has 
eradica::ed the pink bollwort1 (P3W) from California, New Mexico, large areas 
of Arizona, and the El Paso region of Texas, ~epresenting 99.9 percent of 
infested cotton acreage. Currently, this pest is primarily in Arizona and 
northwest Mexico, but still considered to be in Texas and New Mexico until 
eradication is confirmed in these areas. APHIS is rearing and distributing 
stQrile i~sects to eradicate PBW populations in Arizona and Mexico. 

APHIS expects this cottor.-growing season to be the first with no 
detections of native PEWs (i.e., those that have not been sterilized ar.d 
released by APHIS). If no native PBWs are detected this season, APHIS will 
conduct surveys for an additional season to confirm that the prograp has 
eradicated the PBW. Once PBW is eradicated, APHIS will conduct long-term 
surveillance and maintain a colony of PEWs a"::: its rearir,g facility to be 
prepared to take action if re-infestation occurs. These activities will 
require approximately $3 million annually. Afc:er PEW is eradicated from an 
area, cotton growers rely far less oc insecticides, thus redGcing their 
production costs. Ove~ the course of the eradication effort, the program has 
increased these growers' global competitiveness, priT.arily through reduced 
production costs and increasing yields. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please 9rovide a table showing pink bollworm funding, to 
include fiscal year 2011 and 7.012 actuals and estimates for 2013 and 2814. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The ir.formation follows:] 
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ANIMAL DISEASE TRACEABILITY 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the latest operating status of the Animal 
Disease Traceability Network? 

Response: APHIS continues to build upon previous traceability 
investments; in particular, l\PHIS provides information systems and official 
identification options that States ar.d Tribes may continue to use to support 
their traceability plans. 

The new approach allows States and Tribal Nations the flexibility to 
meet requirements and standards in ways that best suit the needs of Lheir 
producers while ad~ering to national standards. The Agency has built this 
flexibility into cooperative agreements with States and Tribes to allow the 
best use of funding as they implement their traceability plans. Cooperative 
agreements help fund activities that are critical for rapid traceback in the 
event of a disease outbreak. Examples of spending include training and 
outreach, dis~ribution of official eartags to prod~cers, and hirlng of 
personnel to complete data entry. 

APHIS published the final rule on January 9, 2013, establishing general 
regulations for improving traceability of U.S. livestock moving inteystate. 
The rule became effective on March 11, 2013. APHIS is working witt State 
personnel, producer organizations and local industry groups to educate 
stakeholders about the program standards they must comply with now that the 
~ule is effective. Livestock producers work closely with accredited 
veterinarians in the field. APHIS is developing a training module to better 
educate those engaging with livestock producers. 

Additional activi~ies for the program could include test exercises to 
determine State and Trioe baseline capability as well as measure improvement 
over time. Additionally, AP~IS is scoping the use of pilot projects to 
assist with the proper retirement of ani~al identification numbers. This 
activity wiil further improve the accuracy of data during an animal disease 
outbreak. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a full fund;. ng history for the animal 
disease traceability network or the previous equivalent of the animal disease 
traceability system (National Animal Tdentification System) since 2004. 

Response: The table below represents federal funding received since 
2004 and projected to fY 2013 for animal disease traceability. 

~The information follows:] 



170

FEDERAL ANIMAL DISEASE TRACEABILITY FUNDING 
(Dollars in Millions) 

Fiscal Year ':::'otal 
2004* $18.7 
2005 32.9 
2006 33.0 
2007 33.1 
2008 9.7 
2009 14.5 
2010 5.3 
2011 5.3 

2012 8.3 
2013(est.) 13.0 
Total $173.8 

*Total represents CCC funds received to initiate the development of the 
infrastr~cture for an animal ide~tification system. 

Mr. Aderholt: How much did APHIS spend in fiscal year 2012 on the 
traceability network from all sources and how much does it plan to spend in 
fiscal year 2013 and fiscal year 2014? 

Response: In FY 2012, APHIS spent $14.3 million on Animal Disease 
Traceability. APHIS plans to spend similar funding levels in FY 2013 and FY 
2014. 

Mr. Aderholt: In the President's fiscal year 2013 budget, APHIS 
requested a budget inc~ease of 35.623 million ir. order to impleme~t the 
Animal Disease Traceability Network. Of the amounts appropriated in fiscal 
year 2013 in the Animal Health and Technical Services line item, how much 
does APHIS plan to spend on animal disease traceability activities? How much 
do States plan to spend OG this system in fiscal year 2013? 

Response: APHIS plans to spend approximately $13 millIon on animal 
disease traceabi.lity activities in FY 2013. The portion that States 
cor.tribute varies depending on how each State develops and implements their 
animal, disease traceability activities to comply with Federal regulations and 
accompanying standards. At this time, APHIS is unable to estimate States 
con~ributio~s for FY 2013. 

Mr. Aderholt: The President's fiscal year 2014 budget requests $5.623 
million again for the Animal Jisease Traceability Network? Please provide an 
explanation as to the differing activities supported in the FY 2013 request 
and the FY 2014 request. 

Response: The FY 2014 President's budget requests an increase for a 
total of approximately $14 million, to implement the Ani~al Disease 
Traceability framework. The activities contained in the FY 2013 request are 
the same as those requested in FY 2014. However, the FY 2014 budget request 
will allow APHIS to carry out basic program operations without relying on 
carryover funds. 
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Mr. Ade~ho1t: Please provide a list and description of both positive 
and negative feedback received by APHIS from the states and tribal 
organizations operating the Traceability Network. 

Response: APHIS is making every effort to proceed with the new 
traceability approach that became effective March 11, 2013, as 
collaboratively and transparently as possible. The following is a 
consolidated assessment of the feedback APHIS has received in working with 
State perso~nel, producer organizations and local industry groups to educate 
stakeholders about the newly published regulation and accompanying standards. 

Positive feedback 

o Flexibility enables States to work with producers at the local level to 
implement solutions that work best for them. 

o Burden to producers is minimized by not needing to report all animal 
movements to a database. 

o Established standard for off~cial identificatio~ that all States must 
accept creates a foundation to add on additional requirements that work 
best for each State. 

Negative feedback 

o F:exibility provided to States will increase the amount of time needed 
to understand the actual requirements for shipping aniMals into each 
specific State. 

o Manual recording of animal identification numbers on I;1ovement documents 
may impede the speed of comme~ce. 

Mr. Aderholt: Provide for the record a list of all states or 
organizations that have ~eceived funding for this effort and the status of 
the states' system. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 
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Awardee 

Alabama Department of 
Agriculture 

Alaska Department of 
Natural Resources 

Arizona Department of 
Agriculture 

Arkansas Livestock and 
Poultry Commission 

California Department of 
Agriculture 

Colorado Department of 
Agriculture 
Connecticut Department of 
Agriculture 
Florida Department of 
Agriculture and Consumer 
Services 

Georgia Department of 
Agriculture 

Hawaii Board of 
Agriculture 

Idaho State Department of 
Agriculture 
IDairy 

Illinois Department of 
Agriculture 

Indiana State Board of 
Animal Health 

STATES AND ORGANIZATIONS RECEIVING 
NATIONAL ANIMAL IDENTIFICATION SYSTEM FUNDING 

Award Award At.vard 
Award 

FY 2005 E'Y 2006 FY 2007 
FY 2004 CCC 

Appropriated Appropriat Appropriated 
Amount 

Amount ed Amount Amount 

$115,000 $245,000 0 $276,000 

° 34,710 ° 60,660 

0 169,000 $84,351 160,200 

115, 000 281,000 203,000 249,300 

670, on 625,000 696,909 698,080 

1,214,579 255,904 486,293 758,463 

° ° 0 20,000 

531,840 273,000 98,720 184,510 

77,480 42,173 198,899 197,891 

° 98,316 0 61,121 

1,164,000 230,783 60,348 267,826 

975 / 000 ° ° 0 

l30,000 245,000 141,000 180,000 

106,493 150,457 80,331 503,090 

Award Award 
FY 2008 FY 2009 

Appropriated Appropr·iated 
Amount Amount 

$165,630 $52,536 

42,400 34,800 

111,650 141,771 

174,500 167,975 

361,900 296,900 

263,200 215,800 

39,785 60,800 

176,645 167,446 

134,620 102,311 

55,600 46,600 

194,600 159,572 

0 0 

134,620 103,200 I 

133,872 111,208 j 
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Award Award Award Award Award 

Award 
FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 F'Y 2008 FY 2009 

Awardee FY 2004 CCC 
Appropriated Appropriat Appropriated Appropriated Appropriated 

Arnount 
Amount ed Amount Amount Amount Amount 

Iowa Department of 130,000 410,878 0 525,150 481,800 272,085 
Agriculture 

Kansas Animal Health 1,246,430 685,000 ° 3,564,900 210,000 196,680 
Department 

Kentucky Department of 269,093 326,276 ° 375,000 280,459 213,150 
Agriculture 

Louisiana Department of 12,247 ° ° 82,704 78,310 64,200 
Agriculture and Forestry 
Maine Department of 
Agriculture, Food, and 78,343 94,000 21,500 80,000 41,250 a 
Rural Services 

Maryland Department of 105,000 85,952 ° 81,000 53,915 56,181 
Agriculture 

Massachusetts Department 

° 95,348 0 80,000 59,831 14,359 
of Agricultural Resources 

Michigan Department of 120,000 206,952 ° 179,000 183,872 100,404 I 
Agriculture 

Minnesota Board of Animal 434,578 339,140 202,957 278,914 193,814 147,298 
Health 

Mississippi Board of 153,327 170,129 43,294 171,882 l33,872 115,618 
Animal Health 

Missouri Department of 484,874 496,973 72,931 ° 150,956 275,389 
l\.griculture 

Montana Department of 431,928 349,000 
Livestock ° 251,100 176,000 144,600 

Nebraska Department of 125,401 672,000 448,000 672,000 470,400 385,700 
Agriculture 

Nevada State Department 97, 939 128,241 80,000 76, 903 57,400 47,100 
of Agriculture 
New Hampshire Department 
of Agriculture, Markets, ° 17 1 547 ° 35,000 ° ° and Food 
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Award Award Award Award Award 

Award 
E'Y 2005 E'Y 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 

Awardee FY 2004 CCC 
Appropriated Appropriat Appropriated Appropriated Appropriated 

Amount 
Amount ed Amount Amount Amount Amount 

Eew Jersey Department of 100,000 92,000 72,108 80,000 59,831 45,471 
Agriculture 

New Mexico Livestock 

° 244,000 203,000 1,206,324 246,350 202,000 
Board 

New York Department of 93,000 204,152 178,791 275,980 183,400 156,433 
Agriculture 
North Carolina Department 
of Agriculture and 111, 630 196,989 ° 179,000 133,872 95,711 
Consumer Services 

North Dakota Department 
~15,OOO 176,225 ° 160,856 193,900 167,200 

of Aqriculture 

Ohio Department of 117,135 192,560 112,786 275,283 206,418 171,470 
Agriculture 
Oklahoma Department of 
Agriculture, Food, and 675,000 629,000 166,860 517,500 362,200 297,006 
Forestry 

Oregon Department of 

° l69,322 0 75,815 192,194 158,886] 
Agriculturo 

Pennsylvania Department 614,146 25'7,000 142,238 404,865 139,087 105,691 
of Agriculture 

Puerto Rico and the U.S. 0 58,593 7,380 39,811 19,903 15,415 
Virgin Islands 

South Carolina Clemson 186,728 139,000 141,000 177,000 132,377 100,550 
University 

South Dakota Animal 505,240 334,27"1 0 426,000 298,200 252,900 
Industry Board 

Tennessee Department of 130,000 264,611 82,678 394,073 209,000 156,817 
Agriculture 

Texas Animal Health 1,000,000 1,038,975 201,065 1,175,616 756,000 619,900 
Cornmisston 
Tribal Nations 500,000 716,870 698,288 322,400 375,540 130,000 

Utah Department of 149,586 194,000 0 179,000 125,300 :02,700 
Agriculture and food 
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Award Award Award Award Award 
Award 

FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 
Awardee FY 2004 CCC 

Appropriated Appropriat Appropriated Appropriated Appropriated 
Amount 

Amount ed Amount Amount Amount Amount 
Vermont Agency of 
Agriculture, Food, and 84,059 104,125 0 0 0 29,220 
Markets 

Virginia Department of 297,807 237,831 0 353,293 207,126 181,247 
Agriculture 

Virgin Islands Department 0 0 0 0 40,000 40,000 
of Agriculture 

Washington State 104,313 206,000 60,854 179,000 240,800 197,400 
Department of Agriculture 

West Virginia Department 95,090 108,861 58, 942 155,488 132,377 109,953 
of Agriculture 

Wisconsin Department of 500,000 243,605 0 1,621,000 265,468 122,192 
Agricultuce 
Wyoming Livestock Board 361,929 302,000 141,000 248,000 173,600 142,400 

Totals $14,929,287 $12,837,775 $5,185,523 $18 516 998 $9 253 844 $7 294 245 
------------------ ------------------ --
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The following cooperative agreements support the framework announced on 
February 5, 2010. 

STATES AND ORGANIZATIONS RECEIVING 
ANIMAL DISEASE TRACEABILITY FUNDING 

Award FY 2010 Award FY 20ll 
Awardee Appropriated Appropriated 

Amount Amount 

Alabama Department of 
$44,125 $26,832 

Agriculture 

Alaska Department of 
26,000 15,500 

Natural Resources 

Arizona Department of 
105,000 -60,000 

Agriculture 

Arkansas LivestocK and 
225,000 135, 000 

Paul try Corrunission 

California Department of 
217,000 96,089 

Agricu~ture 

Colorado Department of 
160,000 85,000 

Agriculture 

Connecticut Department 
53,080 32,270 

of Agriculture* 

Delaware Department of 

° 0 Agriculture 

Florida Department of 
Agriculture and Consumer 142,755 86,810 
Services 

Georgia Department of 
76,733 48,637 

Agriculture 

Hawaii Board of 
35,000 15,000 

Agriculture 

Idaho State Department 
U8,000 40,000 

of Agriculture 

Illinois Department. of 
77,250 ° Agriculture 

Indiana State Board of 
93,500 60,796 

Animal Health 

Iowa Department of 
200,000 122,000 

Agriculture 

Kansas Animal Health 
146,000 67,000 

Departmen'C 

Kentucky Department of 
179,724 109,433 

Agriculture 

L01. . .:isiana Department of 
48,000 23,000 

Agriculture and Forestry 

Maine Department of 
Agriculture, Food, and 25,853 :5,531 
Rural Services 
Maryland Department of 

42,228 19,595 
Agriculture 

Award FY 2012 
Appropriated 

Amount 

$41,954 

40,000 

130,000 

290,000 

212,000 

180,000 

46,217 

15,000 

142,790 

105,322 

30,150 

80,000 

60,000 

99,982 

260,738 

140,000 

180,000 

35,874 

25,468 

43,000 
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Award FY 2010 Award FY 2011 Award FY 2012 
Awardee Appropriated Appropriated Appropriated 

Amount Amount Amount 

Massachusetts Department 
10,912 ° ° of Agricultural 

Michigan Department of 
84, 659 54,716 90,000 

Agriculture 

Minnesota Board of 
111,946 69,407 124,200 

Animal Health 

Mississippi Board of 
93,726 60,796 92,120 Animal Health 

Misso\.lri Department of 
201,000 110,000 200,000 

Agriculture 

Montana Department of 106,000 66,000 150,000 
Livestock 

Nebraska Department of 
280,000 165,000 360,000 

Agriculture 

Nevada State Department. 
35,000 22,000 50,000 

of Agriculture 

New Jersey Department of 
34,557 22,799 37,500 

Agriculture 

New Mexico L:'.vestock 
150,000 65,000 130,000 

Board 

New York Department of 
118,000 73,160 120,000 

Agriculture 
North Carolina 
Department of 71,784 ° 75,000 
Agriculture and Consumer 
North Dakota Department 

124,000 37,000 84,000 
of Agriculture 

Ohio Depart.me!1t of 
138,454 49, 649 79,000 

Agricu1::ure 
Oklahoma Department of 
Agriculture, Food, and 215,000 125,000 270, 000 
Forestry 
Oregon Department of 118,000 70,000 150,000 
Agriculture 

Pennsylvania Oepartmer.t 
67,014 33,540 100,000 

of Agriculture 

Puerto Rico and the u.s. 12,997 9,372 12,331 
Virgin Islands 

Rhode Island Department 
of Environmental 

25,000 1~,126 25,000 
Management Division of 
Agriculture 

South Carolina Clemsor: 76,418 48,637 80,000 
University 

South Dakota Animal 
189,000 ° 95,000 

Industry Board 

Tennessee Department of 119,177 72,946 119,985 
Agriculture 
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Award FY 2010 Award FY 2011 Award FY 2012 
Awardee Appropriated Appropriated Appropriated 

Amount Amount Amount 

Texas Animal Eealth 
450,000 255,000 500,000 

Commission 

Tribal Nations 187,300 41,000 30,000 

Utah Department of 
77,000 46,000 105,COO 

Agriculture and Food 

Vermont Agency of 
Agriculture, Food, and 35,013 ° 34,990 
Markets 
Virginia Department of 

152,824 94,233 155,000 
Agriculture 

Virqin Islands 
Department of 33,145 19,736 30,099 

Washington State 
146,000 85,500 180,100 Department of 

West Virgi:lia Department 
89,616 57,730 71,138 

of Agriculture 

Wisconsin Jepartrr,ent of 
103,030 62,638 103,030 

Agriculture 

Wyoming Livestock Board 50,000 ° ° Totals $5,721,825 $2,890,478 $5,811,988 

~ote: The ~able reflects data based on a review conducted of all 
cooperative agreerr.ents to date. Therefore, data may vary from information 
previously reported. Total FY 20:3 award amounts will be at similar level 
as FY 2012. 

Cooperative agreements have provided funding for activities such as 
pilot projects and field trials for ide~tification processes and 
technologies; supported State and Tribal premises registration and 
enhancements of animal tracing capabilities; co~~unication infrastructure I 
including Web sites and information sha~ing mecha~isms with indus~ry 
organizations, press contacts, ahd local governments; and, supported the 
States and Tribes in forming industry identification working groups. 
States and Tribes that receive cooperative agreement funding are required 
~o provide quarterly reports on the progress of achieving objectives within 
their strategic plan. Cornrrtunication and outreach efforts include reaching 
out to the livestock industry, and State and Federal disease traceability 
staff; equipping partners to answer traceability questions for State 
residents; conducting monthly conference calls; and using a collaborative 
Website to exchange data. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please describe in more detail how the new ani~nal 
disease traceability system will work and explain how APHIS will ensure 
quality data. 

Response: On January 9, 2013, USDA published a final rule 
establishing general regulations for improving the traceability q£ u.S. 
livestock moving i~terstate. The rule became effec~ive on March'~ll, 2013. 
Under the final rule, unless specifically exempted, livestock moved 
interstate will have to be officially identified and accompanied by 
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documentation, such as owner-shipper statements or brand certificates. The 
final rule allows the use of brands, tattoos and accompanying registration 
as official identification when accepted by the shipping and receiving 
States o~ Tribes; clarifies that all livestock moved interstate to a custom 
slaughter facility are exempt from regulation; and exempts chicks moved 
inte::::-st.ate from a hatchery from the official identification requirements. 

Additionally, beef cattle under 18 months of age are exempt from the 
official identification requirement unless they are moved interstate for 
shows, exhibitions, rodeos or recreational events. Beef cattle under 18 
months of age are considered lower risk, as they do not frequently move or 
change ownership. APHIS will address traceability requirements for this 
group of cattle in separate rulemaking. 

Previously, the largest traceability gaps in our regulations occurred 
with cattle, and, consequently, the traceability require~ents have more 
impact o~ cattle than on other species. For species other than cattle, the 
rule largely maintains and builds on the identification requirements of 
existing disease program regulations. 

The rule provides standards for official identification and movement 
documentation for livestock moving interstate l but does not prescribe 
identification or ~ovement requirements for any State or Tribal 
jurisdiction. APHIS will ensure quality data through cooperative efforts 
with States and Tribes by measuring our baseline ~racing capability and 
establishing performance standards. The baseline ~racing capability will 
be measured by evaluating activities that animal health officials would 
typically conduct during an investigation of livestock that have moved 
interstate. APHIS will use the information determined during the baseline 
tracing activities to establish performance standards at a later date. In 
doing so, APHIS will ensure the necessary data is available to objectively 
define and establish those performance standards. As the rule is 
implemented, APHIS will continue to work with States and Trjbes to measure 
tracing capabilities. Comparing the results obtained earlier in the 
implementation with those over time will help document the progress being 
made. 

FOOT AND MOUTH DISEASE 

Mr. Aderholt: APHtS works with Central and South American countries 
to meet the Pan Amerjcan Health Organization goal for foot-and-mouth 
eradication. What is the status of these initiatives as well as their 
cos::'s? 

Respocse: Where the foot-and-mouth (FMD) virus was widespread in the 
western hemisphere 60 years ago, FMD outbreaks now only occur regularly in 
the South American countries of Ecuador and Ve~ezuela. APHIS supports FMD 
eradication in Central and South America to help protect U.S. agricultural 
health by lending its expertise and leadership in disease control aed 
increasing the capacity of developin.g countries to manage this and other 
animal diseases within their borders. The elimination of a high threat 
disease like FMD overseas would reduce the risk of entry of that disease 
into the United States. I~ addition, the program also conducts animal 
health capacity building activities to enhance diagnostic capabilities in 
lesser developed trading par~ners and improve other nations' capabilities 
to respond to outbreaks of diseases or eradicate e~dcmic diseases. Tn FY 
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2012, APHIS provided a total of $845,000 through cooperative agreements to 
the Central and South American to improve their capacity for detection and 
control of FMD or other FADs: Colombian Agriculture Institute ($300,000); 
Costa Rica Ministry of Agriculture ($75,000); Ecuador/Inter-American 
Institute for Cooperation in Agriculture ($50,000); a~d the Panama-U.S. 
Commission for the Eradication and Prevention of Screwworm ($300,000); and 
Nicaragua Ministry of Agriculture ($120,000). 

In FY 2013, APHIS is no longer providing cooperative agreement 
funding related to surveillance and control of FMD and trans-boundary 
animal diseases to Colombia, Ecuador, Nicaragua, Panama, Costa Rica, and 
other governmen~s and international organizations. After many years of 
infrastructure support and capacity building from APHIS, these countries 
have the ability to continue conducting their own monitoring and 
surveillance efforts for FMD. APHIS will maintain personnel and resources 
to provide technical assistance and advice to partners on the highest risk 
diseases. Details on activities conducted with FY 2012 funding are below. 

Central America: 

FMD is not present in Central America, but continued surveillance is 
important given its proximity to South America, where the disease still 
exists. In FY 2012, APHIS cooperated with the Ministries of Agriculture in 
Nicaragua and Costa Rica for field surveillance activities of 
investigations, samples collection, £ar~ visitations, and surveys. 
Nicaragua has approximately 250 cases of vesicular diseases in livestock 
per year. APHIS supported testing to ensure that these cases are not FMD. 
APHIS has also participated in public outreach activities on the prevention 
of and surveillance for FMD and other exotic animal diseases in several 
Central American countries. In Panama, with support from APHIS, the 
Corrmission for the Eradication and Prever.tion of Screwworm collected 
vesicular samples while conducting screwworm surveillance and found no 
cases of FMD. 

South America: 

With continued outbreaks of FMD in Venezuela and the relatively porous 
borders with its neighboring countries, there is a risk of the disease 
spreading. In FY 2012, APHIS supported vaccination and surveillance 
efforts in Co':ombia and Ecuador, as well as limited small producer 
education in Venezuela, to increase the ability to diagnose and prevent 
further infection. 

ASIAN LONGHORNED BEETLE 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the SubcoR~ittee on the status of Asian 
longhorned beetle infestation, including a sta~us of the emergency 
eradication program. What is the overall status of efforts to combat the 
Asian Longhorned Beetle? 

Response: APHIS is conducting Asian longhorned beetle (ALB) 
eradication activities in New York, Massachusetts, and Ohio. These 
activities support an area-wide integrated pest eradication strategy to 
eliminate the ALB from the United States and prevent future introductions. 
This stra~egy has enabled APHIS and cooperators to eradicate ALB 
infestations in Chicago, Illinois; Hudson, New Jersey; Islip on Long 
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Island, New York; and, just recently in March 2013, 80ion and Middlesex 
Co~nties in New Jersey. 

APHIS and its cooperators conduct surveys, remove infes~ed trees, and 
apply chemical trea~ments to host trees within a half-mile of an infested 
tree. ALB can be declared eradicated from an area only after several years 
of negative surveys and control activities, regardless of the size of the 
infestation. In addition to survey and control activities, regulatory 
actions must be taken to minimize ~he human-assisted spread of the pest. 

In New York, APHIS expects to declare ALB eradicated from Manhattan 
and Staten Island in New York City this year. Surveys in Brooklyn, Queens, 
and Long Island are continuing. In Massach~setts and Ohio, APHIS and 
cooperators are continuing to delimit the infestations and remove host 
trees in infested areas. Currently, 120 square miles are quarantined in 
Massachusetts and 61 square miles in Ohio. The program expects the 
infestation in and around Worcester, Massachusetts, to be delimited by FY 
2014. By FY 2015, APHIS ai~s to declare ALB eradicated froQ Norfolk and 
Suffolk Counties in and around Boston, Massachusetts. The delimitalion 
survey in Ohio is ongoing. Completing the delimiting su:!:'veys is essential 
to ensuring that all infested trees are found and removed and that the 
treatment and regulated areas are accurately defined. 

Mr. Aderholt: How much has been spent to date on the Asian 
Longhorned Beetle by APHIS? (Please distinguish appropriated funds from CCC 
funds. ) 

Respo~se: As of April 18, 2013, APHIS has spent approximately $513.9 
million on Asian Longnorned Beetle eradication activities since the program 
began in FY 1997. Of this total, $333.4 million is from appropriated 
funds, $178.7 million is from emergency funds transferred from the 
Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC), and $1.8 million is from CCC funding 
authorized in Section 10201 of the 2008 FarQ Bill. 

Mr. Aderholt: How much have states contributed to Asian Longhorned 
Beetle management and eradication to da~e (please specify by state)? 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows: 1 
STATE CONTRIBUTIONS TO 

ASIAN LONGHORNED BEETLE MANAGEMENT AND ERADICATION 
(Dollars in Millions) 

*Includes contributions from Massachusetts and neighboring S~ates 
Please note: Figures that include 20J.3 are based on estimates of how 
much cooperators will spend during the entire fiscal year. 
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ANIMAL WELFARE 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide details on the actions and planned 
actions to date regarding the Animal Welfare Scientific Forum. Note the 
dates when the foruICt met formally and informally and the attendees at the 
meetings. 

Response: APHIS has not held the Animal Welfare Scientific Forum ar.d 
has no immediate plans to do so. If APHIS does hold such a forum, the 
Agency would include all interested stakeholders in the various planning 
stages. APHIS' intention has always been to bring together a wide array of 
stakeholders to promote a science-based discussion of critical issues and 
to ens'J.re that all viewpoints are heard and considered. 

Mr. Aderholt: In addition to the establishment of the Animal Welfare 
Scienti=ic Forum, has USDA established any new outreach or communication 
efforts relating to animal welfare? 

Response: APHIS has developed outreach efforts rela~ing to animal 
welfare and is currently in the process of updating these efforts. In FY 
2013, APHIS increased transparency and enhanced communication with many 
diverse stakeholders by proactiveJy disseminating information directly 
through an e'::"ectronic delivery system. Now, members of ::he public can sign 
up for emails and/or texts from APHIS that are tailored to their specific 
interests. 
In late FY 2012, APHIS expanded previous collaborative efforts with Iowa 
S~ate U~iversity on the development of prelicensing education materials. 
These ~aterials are being designed to bring clarity and consistency to the 
licensing process. APHIS is working with the University of Kansas to 
develop an interactive educational module aimed at appropriate procedures 
for safely transporting dogs as cargo on airplanes. The module is being 
designed for use by counter and baggage person~el who must be aware of 
procedures to protect the welfare of dogs being transported. Both of these 
initiatives will be completed during FY 2013. 

APH=S has been working closely with State and Federal regulatory 
partners on a plan to implement the 2010 guidelines for the co~trol of 
Tuberculosis in elephants. Efforts in this area include education and 
outreach to licensees on test interpretation aGd disease control. 
Additionally, following publication of the final rule for Conti~gency Plans 
in January 20:3, APHIS held a series of public webinars for all interested 
stakeholders to explain the intent a~d reeaning of the rule. APaIS is also 
in the process of developing outreach a~d guidance documents to aid 
licensees in developing contingency plans in the ever.t of an emergency. 

Finally, APHIS continues to assess the educational needs of the 
commercial dog breeding industry and will be hosting a needs assessment 
session with the dog breeder conununity in May 2013 to get broader input on 
what types of educational initiatives are needed and how we might approach 
meeting those needs. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showir.g, by state, the nunber 
of staff years assigned to the animal welfare program and the number of 
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animal care facilities, in each state for fiscal years 2011 and 2012 as 
well as estimated for fiscal years 2013 and 2014. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 

STATE 

Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado** 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

District 0: 
Columbia* 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland* 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

APHIS STAFF YEARS 
AND 

LICENSED ANIMAL CARE FACILITIES 
BY STATE 

FY 20: ~, FY 

:'ICENSED STAFF 
STAFF YEARS FACILITTES YEARS 

1.9 63 1.8 

0.5 19 0.2 

1.1 57 1.4 

3.8 252 3.5 

8.9 540 10.6 

29.6 99 22.9 

3.0 78 1.2 

0.3 8 0.2 

1.5 11 1.1 

6.5 449 7.9 

1.5 148 1.8 

0.6 38 0.2 

0.3 24 0.0 

4.0 231 4.9 

3.5 232 4.3 

5.8 388 3.9 

4.9 304 4.1 

1.2 58 2.1 

2.0 77 1.2 

1.3 22 0.2 

29.2 91 32.4 

3.0 156 3.7 

2.3 177 2.4 

4.5 176 4.9 

1.1 41 1.2 

18.3 1,052 21. 5 

1.0 29 1.2 

3.0 121 3.6 

0.2 59 0.1 

2012 

LICENSED 
FACILITIES 

60 

18 

54 

213 

536 

108 

81 

10 

12 

456 

156 

40 

26 

228 

240 

355 

266 

54 

8~ 

25 

89 

155 

183 

178 

42 

899 

29 

109 

5') 
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FY 2011 FY 2012 

STATE LICENSED STAFF LICENSED 
STAFF YEARS FACILITIES YEARS FACILITIES 

New Hampshire 1.0 26 1.2 32 

New Jersey 3.3 106 3.4 107 

New Mexico 1.9 35 2.4 37 

New York 4.0 325 4.6 324 

North 
22.5 145 22.0 146 

Carolina** 

North Dakota 1.0 25 1.1 25 

Ohio 7.8 293 7.9 307 

Oklahoma 6.7 350 7.4 294 

Oregon 1.9 81 2.1 74 

Pennsylvania 3.8 361 4.3 348 

Rhode Island 0.3 14 0.4 14 

South Carolina 1.0 88 1.2 99 

South Dakota 1.6 99 1.2 91 

Tennessee 1.8 133 1.2 142 

Texas 6.9 490 6.6 482 

Utah 1.0 39 :.2 41 

Vermont 0.1 13 0.1 13 

Virginia 1.3 130 1.8 132 

Washington 1.3 99 2.5 104 

West Virginia 1.5 19 1.8 17 

Wisconsin 2.5 199 4.6 195 

Wyoming 0.2 10 0.1 ii 

Guam 0.1 3 0.1 3 

Puerto Rico 0.6 6 0.1 6 

Virgin Islands 0.05 2 0.1 1 

'I'otal 218.95 8,091 224.0 7,806 

FY 2013 FY 2014*** 
LICENSED LICENSED 

STAFF YEARS FACILITIES STAFF FACILITIES 
STATE (est) (est) YEARS (est) (est) 

Alabama 1.8 64 1.8 64 

Alaska 0.2 22 0.2 22 

Arizona 0.8 59 1.4 59 

Arkansas 3.4 200 3.3 200 

California 10.4 540 10.1 540 
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FY 2013 FY 2014*** 
LICENSED LICENSED 

STAFF YEARS FACILITIES STAFF FACILITIES 
STATE (est) (est) YEARS (est) (est) 

Colorado** n.5 100 21. 9 100 

Connecticut 1.2 81 1.2 81 

Delaware 0.2 9 0.2 9 

District 
Columbia* 

Of 1.1 10 1.1 10 

Florida 7.8 438 7.6 438 

Georgia 1.2 154 2.3 154 

Hawaii 0.2 40 0.2 40 

Idaho 0.0 25 0.0 25 

Illinois 4.2 230 4.7 230 

Indiana 4.2 241 4.1 241 

Iowa 3.8 338 3.7 338 

Kansas 4.0 247 3.9 247 

Kentucky 2.1 48 2.0 48 

Louisiana 1.2 80 1.1 80 

Maine 0.2 25 0.2 25 

Maryland* 31.8 88 31.0 88 

Massachusetts 3.6 148 3.5 l48 

Michigan 2.4 184 2.3 184 

Minnesota 4.8 171 4 .7 171 

Mississippi 0.6 38 1.2 38 

Missouri 18.7 825 20.6 825 

Montana 1.2 28 1.2 28 

Nebraska 3.5 99 4.1 99 

Nevada 0.1 58 1.2 58 

New Hampshire 1.2 30 1.2 30 

New Jersey 3.3 105 3.2 lOS 

New Mexico 2.4 34 2.3 34 

New York 4.5 318 4.4 318 

North 
21. 6 

Carolina** 
147 21.1 147 

North Dakota 1.1 25 1.0 25 

Ohio 7.8 304 8.8 304 

Oklahoma 6.1 282 7.1 282 

Oregon 2.1 79 2.0 "/9 

Pennsylvania 4.2 333 4.1 333 

Rhode Island 0.4 16 0.4 16 
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FY 2013 FY 2014*** 
LICENSED LICENSED 

STAFF YE:ARS FACILITIES STAFF FACILITIES 
STATE (est) (est) YEARS(est) (est) 

South Carolina 1.2 93 1.2 93 

South Dakota 1.1 85 1.2 85 

Tennessee 1.2 140 1.2 140 

Texas 5.3 490 6.3 490 

Utah 1.2 40 1.1 40 

Vermont 0.1 12 0.1 12 

Virginia 1.8 134 1.8 134 

Washington 2.4 102 2.4 102 

West Virginia 1.8 18 1.8 18 

Wisconsin 4.5 188 4.4 188 

Wyoming 0.1 9 0.1 9 

Guam 0.1 3 0.1 3 

Puerto Rico 0.1 7 0.1 7 

Virgin Islands C .1 1 0.1 1 

Total 213.0 7,585 218.0 7,585**** 

* includes Headquarters offices 
** includes State and Regional offices 
*** FY 2014 estimated numbe!:' of facilities does not include entities 
that will require a license under the retail pet s~ore rule. 
**** APHIS anticipates an increase in the number of licensed 
facilities in FY 2C14 due to changes in regulatory authority; 
however, we are unable to determine the number of newly licensed 
facilities at this time. 

~r. Aderholt: Provide a table showing inspection activities of the 
Animal Welfare Program for fiscal year 2009 through 2013 to date. Provide 
a definition of the column headings to better explain the data. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 
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ANIMAL WELFARE PROGRAM 
INSPECTION ACTIVITIES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2009 

Compliance Inspections by Regulated Business Type 

Number of Average Number 
Type of Business Facilities of Inspections 

Inspected ?er Facility 

Dealers 4,529 1. 20 

Research Facilities 1,157 1. 42 

Exhibitors 2,432 1. 45 

I:l-transit Handlers 78 2.23 

In-transit Carriers 115 S.30 

Subtotal, Compliance 
Inspections 8,311 1. 37 

Other Inspections 

Pre-licensing and Pre-registration Inspections, 
License or Registration Issued 

Pre-license Inspection Conducted, Issuance of License 
Pending 

Attempted Inspections 

Subtotal, Other Inspections 

Total Inspections Conducted, FY 2009 

ANIMAL WELFARE PROGRAM 
INSPECTION ACTIVITIES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2010 

Total Number 
of 

Inspections 

5,438 

1,644 

3,518 

174 

609 

11,383 

1,479 

70 

1,391 

2,940 

14,323 

Compl.Lance Inspections by Regulated Business Type 

Number of Average Number Total Number 
Type of Business Facilities of Inspections of 

Inspected Per FaciE ty Inspections 

Dealers 4,235 1.12 4,730 

Research Facilities 1,230 1.37 1,685 

Exhibitors 2,773 1. 33 3,700 

In-transit Handlers 188 1. 38 260 

In-transit Carriers 284 2.76 783 
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Compliance Inspections by Regulated Business Type 

Number of Average Number 
Type of Business Facilities of Inspections 

Inspected Per Facility 

Subtotal, Compliance 
Inspections 8,710 1. 26 

Other Inspections 

Pre-licensing and Pre-registration Inspections, 
License or Registration Issued 

Pre-license Inspection Conducted, Issuance of 
License Pending 

Attempted Inspections 

Subtotal, Other Inspections 

Total Inspections Conducted, E"Y 2010 

ANIMAL WSLFARE PROGRAM 
INSPECTION ACTIVITIES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2011 

Total Number 
of 

Inspections 

11,158 

1,428 

89 

1,393 

2,910 

14,068 

Compliance Inspections by Regulated Business Type 

Number of Average Number 
Type of Business Facilities of Inspections Total Number 

Inspected ?er Facility of Inspections 

Dealers 3,415 1. 33 4,543 

Research Facilities 1,131 1. 40 1,585 

Exhibitors 2,430 1. 52 3,682 

In-transit Handlers 84 2.07 174 

In-transit Carriers 115 6.63 763 

Subtotac., Compliance 
Inspections 7,175 1. 49 10,747 
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Other Inspections 

Pre-licensing and Pre-registration Inspections, 
License or Registration Issued 

Pre-license Inspection Conducted, Issuance of License 
Pending 

Attempted Inspections 

Subtotal, Other Inspections 

Total Inspections Conducted, FY 2011 

ANIMAL WELFARE PROGRAM 

INSPECTION ACTIVITIES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012 

1,293 

94 

1,468 

2,855 

13,602 

Compliance Inspections by Regulated Business Type 

Number of Average Number Total Number 
Type of Business Facilities of Inspections of 

Inspected Per Facility Inspections 

Dealers 2,902 1.18 3,437 

Research Facilities 1, III 1. 36 1,506 

Exhibitors 2, 478 1. 52 3,782 

In-transit Handlers 71 2.08 148 

In-transit Carriers 113 5.39 609 

Subtotal, Compliance 
Inspections 6,675 1. 42 9,482 

Other Inspections 

Pre-licensing and Pre-registraticn Inspections, 
License or Registration Issued 1,293 

Pre-license Inspection Conducted, Issuance of License 
Pending 1 

Attempted Ir:spections 1,467 

Searches* 142 

Subtotal, Other Inspections 2,903 

Total Inspections Conducted, FY 2012 12,385 
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*Starting in FY 2012, APHIS will provide inspection data that 
includes searches performed to determine whether activity being 
conducted i.s regulated under the AWA. 

ANI~~L WELFARE PROG~~ 
INSPECTION ACTIVITIES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2013 

Compliance Inspections by Regulated Business Type 

Total Number 
of 

Type of Business Number of Average Number Inspections 
Facilities of Ir.spections (as of April 
Inspected Per E'acility 18, 2013 ) 

Dealers 1,709 1. 09 1,871 

Research Facilities 689 1. 06 729 

Exhibitors 1,576 1. 26 1,993 

In-transit Handlers 54 1. 66 90 

In-transit Carriers 92 3.58 330 

Subtotal, Compliance 
Inspections 4,120 1. 22 5,013 

Other Inspections 

Pre-licensing and Pre-registration Inspections, 
License or Registration Issued 49: 

Pre lice~se l~spection Conducted, Issuance of License 
Pending 60 

Attempted Inspections 791 

Searches 167 

Subtotal, Other Inspections 1,509 

Total Inspections Conducted as of April 18, 2013 6,522 

The Animal Welfare Act (AWA) requires people and businesses that use 
certain animals for research, exhibition, sold wholesale for use as pets, 
and transported in commerce to be 1~censed or registered with APHIS. A 
license is required for entities that breed and raise animals, purchase 
and/or resale animals I or show or d:_splay animals to the public. 
Registrations are typically required for research facilities, carriers, 
intermediate handlers, and certain exhibitors. The Agency's Animal Welfare 
program ensures that the animals receive humane care and treatment by 
performing compliance inspections and providing education. Prior to 
providing a license or registration to a facility, APHIS determines whether 
a license is needed, and if so, conducts announced inspections to ascertain 
conpliance with AWA regulations and standards. These pre-licensing 
inspections are required; pre-registration inspections are not required b~t 
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conducted if requested by the applicant. The number of pre-licensing and 
pre-registration inspections conducted annually by the prograw is included 
in the "Other Inspections" table. 

Once a license is issued, the program conducts unannounced 
inspections to help determine the facility's compliance with the AWA 
regulations and standards. The frequency of inspection for each facility 
is based on a Risk Based Inspection System (RBIS). The program uses the 
RBIS to support its focused inspection strategy, allowing more frequent and 
in-depth inspections at problem facilities and fewer at those that are 
consistently in compliance. The system uses several objective criteria, 
including past compliance history, to determine the inspection frequency at 
each licensed and registered facility. The "Compliance Inspections by 
Business Type" table shows the total number of unannounced compliance 
inspections conducted during the fiscal year for each type of regulated 
business. Please note that the program defines a facility as a holder of 
the license or registration. Each facility may have only one license or 
registration number but may be physically divided into two or more sites. 

Because the compliance inspections are unannounced, an inspector may 
trave: to the site to conduct an inspection only to find that the licensee 
is not present at the facil ity. The i"r .. spector is then unable to conduct 
the inspection, causing a delay. The program classifies these as attempted 
inspections and is included in the "Other Inspections U table. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing the funding levels, 
both dollars and staff, obligated for Ar.imal and Plant Hea:th Regulatory 
Enforcement and Animal Care for fiscal years 2008 through 2013 and 
estimated for fiscal years 2013 and 2014. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 

ANIM.I\L AND PLANT HEALTH REGULATORY ENFORCEMENT 
FUNDING AND STAFF YEARS 
(Dollars in thousands) 

Fiscal Year 
runding 

Staff Years 
(Appropriated) 

2008 $12,351 125 
2009 13,694 132 
2010 15,483 154 
2011 15,455 l42 
2012 16,275 142 
2013 15,021 138 

2014 (est) 16,350 142 
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ANIMAL CARE 
FUNDING AND STAFF YEARS 
(Dollays in thousands) 

Fiscal Year 
Fundir.g 

Staff 
(Appropriated) 

2008 $20,498 
2009 21, :,22 
2010 24,479 
2011 24,43~ 

2012 27,087 
2013 25,000 

2014 (est) 28,203 

Years 

200 
204 
242 
219 
224 
213 
218 

Mr. Aderholt: Also provide a table that shows the number of: dealer 
facilities; complaints registered against these facilities; inspections and 
re-inspections that took place; cases s~brnitted by Animal Care to Regulatory 
Enforcement for review and action; and each case resolution to include fiscal 
years 2009 through 2013 to date. 

Response: The information is submitted for thG record. 

[The infor!1lation follows:] 

ANIMAL CARE INSPECC'ION ACTIVITIES 

Fiscal 
Fisca~ Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Year 

Category Year Year Year Year 2013 
2009 2010 2011 2012 (as of 

April 18, 
2013) 

Tota] Number of Dealer" 
12,488 11,866 11,529 10,857 

Faciliti0s 10,573 

Nt::mber of Complaints 
Registered Against 461 503 442 520 277 
Facilities 

Number of Inspections/ 
14,323 14,068 13,602 12,385 6,522 

Re-inspections 

Number of Cases 
Submitted for 358 573 802 315 94 

Er.forcement 

NL:.mber of Resolutions: 
Official Warnings 433 663 579 745 708 
Issued 

Nurnoer of Stipulations 
49 74 38 22 

Set~led 20 
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Fiscal 
Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Year 

Category Year Year Year Year 2013 
2009 2010 2011 2012 (as of 

April 18, 
2013) 

Total Stipulated 
Penalties (in dollars) 

$117,609 $233,316 $305,873 $407,251 $157,620 

Formal Administrative 
Law Judge (AL,J) 10 19 42 99 26 
Decisions Issued 

Civil Penalties Issued 
by ALJ (in dollars) 

$414,050 $239,993 $494,662 $449,5:3 5252,007 

Total Number of 
46 44 39 58 

Suspensions/Revocations 23 

Mr. Aderholt: How many unar.nounced inspec~ions of registered in
transi~ carriers and in-transit intermediate handlers were conducted in 
fiscal year 2012 and how many do you expect to conduct in fiscal years 2013 
and 20l4? 

Response: The information is submitted for t.he record. 

[The information follows:] 

UNANNOUNCED INSPECTIONSOF IN-TRANSIT CARRIERS 
AND IN-TRANSIT INTERMEDIATE HANDLERS 

Carriers are operators of any airline, railroad, motor carr~er, 
shipping line, or other enterprise that is engaged in ~he business of 
transporting any animals for hire. Intermediate handle~s are any persons, 
including a department, agency, orinstrume~tality of the United States or 
of any State or local government (other than a dealer, research facility, 
exhibitor, any person excluded from the definition of a dealer, research 
facility, or exhibilor, an 
are enqaged in any business 
connection wi:h their transportation in commerce. 

sale, or a carrier), who 
custody of animals in 

APHIS works collaboratively with the Department of Transportation to 
help ensure the humane transportation of pets. This is accomplished by 
requiring airlines to report any cases of pet loss, injury or death. In 
addition, frequent analysis has determined that in-transit carriers and in
transi t intermediate har:dler's have a lower risk of non-compliance than other 
classes of licensees. 
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Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the Subco~mittee with the most recent 
activities and plans to regulate Class B dealers. How much was spent on 
this activity in fiscal years 2011 and 2012 as well as planned expenditures 
in FY 2013 and 2014? 

Response: APHIS regulates the activities of 802 Class B dealers 
whose business includes the purchase and/or resale of any animal such as, 
but not limited to, dogs, cats, nonhuman primates, guinea pigs, hamsters, 
rabbits, or any other warm-blooded animals that are used or intended to be 
used for research, teaching, testing, experimentation, exhibition purposes, 
or as a pet. APHIS will continue to inspect these business facilities in 
future years ~o ensure that the animals receive humane care and treatment. 
Of the 802 Class B dealers, 6 buy and sell random-source dogs and cats for 
research purposes. 

In addition ~o inspection and enforcement activities, APHIS will 
continue to conduct outreach to the dealers in fiscal years 2013 and 2014 
through various methods such as hosting educational seminars, distributing 
fact sheets, and presenting at national, regional, and local industry 
sponsored meetings. In addition, APHIS will continue to collaborate with 
other Federal agencies and State health and regulatory officials to 
identify the needs of the dealers to support regulatory compliance. 

While APHIS tracks the number of inspections and the inspection 
outcomes, classes of licensees are currently not tracked separately from 
other inspection and enforcement activities. APHIS is in the process of 
developing a module in its tracking system that will provide nore specific 
information on the different types of inspections and associated costs. 
APHIS plans to implement the new tracking mod~le in the beginning of 
FY 2014. 

Mr. Aderholt: Last year, APHIS issued a Request for Proposal for 
Internet Data Mining Services to gather information from Internet sites for 
the enforcement of animal welfare laws and regulations. In response to a 
question for the record, APHIS noted that the Agency "is further evaluating 
all available opportunities to collect this inforrr.ation.,," in abse!1ce of the 
RFP. Does APHIS plan to expend any resources on related collection 
activities in fiscal year 2013 or fiscal year 2014? 

Response: APHIS had developed a Request for Proposal to help 
identify individuals who are engaged in regulated activities related to the 
Ani_mal Welfare and Horse Protection Acts. The contract would have allowed 
USDA to identify individuals who are using the Internet to engage i~ the 
following activities: 1) selling animals that are to be used as pets; and 
2) selling horses at horse shows, sales, exhibi~ions and auctions. 

APHIS withdrew the request for this contract in FY 2012 and the 
Agency is still considering how to best collect infor~ation that might be 
needed to implement the retail pet store rule. Until this is determined, 
the exact amou~t of resources APHIS w081d spend is unknown. 

Mr. Aderholt: In May 2012, APHIS issued a proposed rule entitled 
"Retail Pet Stores and Licensing Exemptions" with the intention of closing 
a loophole that exenpted some breeders from requirements of the Animal 
Welfare Act. Would this proposed rule require that every single retail 
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establishment that does not sell 100 percent of their animals via an onsite 
premises be forced to become federally licensed, including all such sellers 
of any dog, cat, small exotic or wild mammals? What additional resources 
would be needed by APHIS to register, monitor, and inspect all of these 
facilities? Can APHIS delegate some of the AWA authorities to state and 
local authorities that already regulate animal sales i~ their respective 
jurisdictions? 

Response: The proposed rule does not require every retail 
establishment that sells animals to become federally licensed. Retail 
establishments who have more than four breeding females on their property 
and sell the offspring as pets wi~l be required to be licensed if their 
buyers are not physically present to observe the animals prior to purchase 
and/or to take custody of that animal after purchase. 

Prior to licensing new entities, APH:S will conduct outreach and pre
licensing inspections to assist these facilities in achieviilg compliance 
with the Animal Welfare Act (AWA). Once licensed, entities will be 
incorporated into the curren~ regulatory structure. 

APHIS has provided guidance on developing and enforcing State animal 
welfare regulations to many Sta~es. Bul while these States and several 
TItunicipalities have such laws, none actually address all categories of 
welfare required under the AWA, including veterinary care, food and water, 
proper sanitation, and housing. Consequently, Federal oversight is 
necessary to ensure that AWA regulations are consistently applied in all 
States; however, if a state has issued and is enforcing several of its 
regulations under a category of welfare ~equired under the AWA, APHIS can 
adjust its inspection frequency and procedures in that category to reduce 
the burden of duplicative regula~ions on breeders in that State. APHIS has 
requested approximately 53 million in the FY 2014 budget to implement the 
"Retail Pet Stores and Licensing Exemptions" rule. 

BRUCELLOSIS ACTIVITY 

Mr. Aderholt: What is the most recent data on herds under quarantine 
in the United States for brucellosis? How many States are in Class Free 
Status and Class A Stat~s? 

Response: All fifty States, the District of Coll::mbia, Puerto Rico, 
and the Virgin Islands have been officially classified Class Free for 
bovine brucellosis since July 2009. 

There currently is one cattle herd and four domestic bison herds 
under quarantine in the three States of the Greater Yellowstone Area (GYA). 
The cattle herd is located in Fremont County, Idaho. Two domestic bison 
herds are located in Montana with one i~ Gallatin County and the other in 
Madison County. One domestic bison herd is located in Park County, 
Wyoming, and the fourth is located in Bonneville County, Idaho. Each herd 
is under quarantine with an affected-herd management plan in place. These 
plans require additional herd testing and removal of any positive animals. 
All five herds are located within each States' designated surveilla~ce area 
(DSA). Within the DSA, intensive epidemiologic investigations, including 
testing of area and contact herds, has been conducted. There is no 
indication that brucellosis has spread outside the GYA. 
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Class Free States with brucellosis in wildlife or continued detections 
of brucellosis-affected herds work with APHIS to develop and implement a 
State brucellosis management plan (BMP). Each BMP defines and explains the 
basis for the geographic area identified in the BMPi describes the 
epidemiologic assessment and surveillance activities to determine if 
wildlife populations are affected; and describes surveillance activities 
and mitigation activities for domestic cattle, bison and wildlife. The 
States of Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming are currently working with APHIS to 
develop their BMPs. 

Mr. Aderholt: Provide a five-year table, including estimates for 
fiscal year 2013 and 2014 that shows the amount spent on brucellosis
infected bison. Also, provide a brief explanation of how these funds were 
used. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:) 

APHIS' BRUCELLOSIS 
EXPENDITURES FOR 

YELLOWSTONE NATIONAL PARK 
(Dollars in Millions) 

Fiscal Year Amount Spent 

2008 $1.1 
2009 $1.0 
2010 $1.1 
2011 $1.2 
2012 $1.3 

2013 (est.) 31.2 

2014 (est.) S1.2 

Note: APHIS tracks its total expenditures in the Greater Yellowstone 
Area (GYA) area and cannot provide separate amounts for addressing 
brucellosis-infected bison. Federal funding supports activities such as 
targeted and slaughter surveillance, laboratory diaqnostics, 
epidemiological investigations of suspect positive herds, and the 
development of State management plans. 

APHIS provides exper~ise to land and wildlife management agencies to 
manage brucellosis in the Yellowstone National Park and in the GYA. The 
Agency is working with other Federal and State agencies to develop adaptive 
management and risk mitigation plans for brucellosis in the GYA. In 2010, 
APHIS concluded a six-year scudy that investigated the feasibility of using 
a quarantine process to produce brucellosis-free bison from brucellosis 
exposed bison in Yellowstone National Park (YNP). The process was proven 
successful in its ability to produce brucellosis-free bison as an end 
product. Annual testing of the bison completing the quarantine process 
continues to document their brucellosis-free status. Publication of this 
APHIS study is pending. Similar studies are underway. 
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Idato, Montana, and Wyoming continue work on brucellosis issues through 
Federal cooperative agreements. ~his funding supports efforts such as 
habitat improvement to encourage elk to stay on traditional ranges and off 
cattle inhabited range land (Idaho), surveillance in elk to more accurately 
determine the prevalence of brucellosis (Montana), and the vaccination of 
elk calves on feeding grounds (Wyoming) ~ Additionally, APHIS continues to 
evaluate the RESI vaccine in anticipation of its routine use in YNP bison 
as part of the bison management plan. Other Agency activities related to 
brucellosis management include capturing bison for testing and sampling, 
bisor. hazing, and laboratory support. 

TUBERCULOSIS 

Mr. Aderholt: How many tuberculosis infected-herds are there in the 
United States and where are ~hey located? 

Response: As of April 18, 2013, AFHIS has identified four 
tuberculosis affected cattle herds in t~e United States: one beef herd and 
two dairy herds in Michigan; and one dairy ~erd in California. One dairy 
herd in Michigan is undergoing a test and removal protocol. The test and 
removal protocol requires the removal of test-positive animals from the 
herd while the herd remains under quarantine. This allows owners to 
maintain a viable herd rather than depopulating the entire herd while 
mitigating the risk of transmission of tuberculosis. The disposition of 
the thre8 remaining herds is pendinq. 

NATIONA~ POULTRY IMPROVEMENT PLAN 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the Subcommittee with a five year 
history of spending on the National Poultry Improvement Plan, including a 
specific break-out of costs. As part of the history, include estimated 
spending in fiscal years 20:3 and 2014. AJso, please provide a five year 
history of FTSs for NFlP. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The ir.formation follows:] 

APHIS' NFlP Spending 

Amount Spent Number of 
Fiscal Year (Dollars in FTEs 

Millions) 
2008 $7.0 5 
2009 $7.4 5 
2010 $9.5 S 
2011 $7.4 4 
2012 $7.0 3 

2013 (est. ) $7.0 3 
2014 (est. ) 57.0 3 

The National Poultry Imp~ovement Flan (NFl?) program spends more than 90 
percent of its funding in cooperative agreements with States to conduct 
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surveillance and diagnostic activities for the following areas of 
concentration: live bird marketing system, upland game, cowmercial 
surveillance outside of the live bird marketing system, and assistance to 
the broiler ':'ndustry for avian influenza surveillance in commercial 
operations. The remaining 10 percent of spending is for salary, other 
program related expenses for the NPIP Coordination Staff, and activities 
reJated to the Secretary's NPIP Advisory Co:nmittee. 

FROI? FLY EXCLUSION AND DETECTION 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the Subcommittee with a table showing a 
breakout of activi~ies, costs, and source of funding for fruit fly 
exclusion and detection for fiscal years 2010 through 2012 and p~anned 
expenditures for fiscal years 2013 and 2014. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 

FRUIT FLY EXCLOSION AND DETECTION ACTIVITIES AND FUNDING SUMMARY 
(Dollars in thousands) 

Domestic 

Funding 
International Survey/ 

Emerge::1cy Total APHIS 
Med:ly Mexfly Preventive 

Source* 
(tv:oscamed) Release 

Respor:se Costs 

Program 

FY 2010 
Appropriated 
Funds S26,775 $9,429 $33,623 $lCO $69,927 
uSDA 
Corrunodity 
CY.."edit Corp 
Funds 243 0 Q 0 243 
Farm Bill 
Section 
10201 0 0 0 9,242 9,242 

FY 2011 

Appropriated 
Funds $26,313 $8,809 524,041 0 S59,163 
Farm g~ll 
Section 
10201 0 0 2,000 $500 2,500 

E'Y 2012 
Appropriated 
Funds $26,800 $8,905 $26,091 $2,818 %4,614 
Farm Bill 
Section 
10201 $2,177 3,917 6,094 

FY 2013 (Estimated) 
Appropriated 
Fur:ds S23,218 $7,181 $24,884 $760** 556,043 
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Domestic 

Funding 
International Survey/ 

Emergency Total APHIS 
Medfly Mexfly Preventive 

Source* 
(Moscamed) Release 

Respo:lse Costs 

Program 
Farm Bill 
Section 
10201 0 0 0 901 901 

FY 2014 (Estimated) 
Appropriated 
Funds $25,898 $7,852 $25,890 0** $59,640 

Please note: Spending may va=y from year to year based on the number and 
eXLent of exotic fruit fly outbreaks. Having no-year authority for the 
program provides flexibility for APHIS to adjust activities and spending 
based on needs of the program. 

*Spending levels for appropriated funds include prior year funds. 
**Funds may be reallocated during the year from domestic survey activi~ies 
to respond to outbreaks as needed. 

PSEUiJORABIES 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing the amounts, both 
federal and non-federal, ~hat each state expended on the pseudorabies 
program as well as the stage of each state for fiscal years 2011 and 2012 
and planned expenditures for fiscal years 2013 and 2014. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:J 

APHIS' PSEUDORABIES EXPENDITURES BY STATE* 

FY 2011 Actual 

Federal 
Non-

STATE Federal 

Alaska 0 $2,400 

Arizona 0 .5,000 

Arkansas $3,195 8,6~9 

California 7, 122 0 

Co2.orado 585,611 0 
District of 
Columbia 99,886 0 
Florida 36,l81 0 
Georgia 3,806 22,456 

Hawaii 0 113,916 

Idaho 0 1,228 

Indiana 2,167 0 

Iowa 342,820 5,061 

Kansas 2,305 2,360 

Kentucky 3,086 0 
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FY 2011 Actual 

Federal 
Non-

STATE Federal 

Louisiana 5,570 ° Maryland 848,083 ° Massachusetts 2,672 0 

Michigan 3,384 ° Missouri 3,679 56,148 

New Mexico 2,694 2,500 

New York 3,097 0 

North Carolina 143,352 0 

North Dakota 2,203 3,000 

Oklahoma 2,236 146,002 

Oregon 3,297 0 

Pennsylvania 2,790 0 

South Dakota 2,236 49,555 

Tennessee 2,289 0 

Texas 14,661 7,480 

Utah 0 29,055 

Washington 0 1,025 

Wiscons':n 3,343 0 

Wyoming 0 2,629 

TOTAL $2,131,768 $458,464 

* All States and Territories have achieved Stage V disease status. Stage V 
denotes disease-free status and applies only to com.rnercial production 
swine; it does not apply to feral or captive transitional swine that are at 
risk for exposure to the pseudorabies vir-us. As a result of all States and 
Territories achieving Stage V status, there were no expenditures in FY 
2012. There are also no specific ?seudorabies efforts planned in FY 2013 
and FY 2014. APHIS has, and will continue to conduct comprehensive swine 
disease monitoring and surveillance activities in the swine health program. 
Comprehensive swine surveillance allows APHIS to use various sample streams 
to conduct targeted surveillap-ce for multiple diseases, including 
pseudorabies. This approach allows APHIS to maintain the same level of 
surveillance, reduce surveillance costs, and assure trading partners of the 
absence of the disease in commercial swine in the United States. 

WILDLIFE SERVICES 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the Subcommittee with specific detail 
on which projects and activities will be reduced or eliminated in order to 
absorb a decrease of $1.5 million for both Wildlife Services line items. 
What, if any, is the impact on performance? 

Response: With a new adjusted base for FY 2013, A?HIS is no longer 
requesting a decrease in the Wildlife Services Methods Developme~t line 
item for FY 2014. The request for APHIS' Wildlife Damage Management 
program consists of a $20 million iccrease for feral swine activities and a 
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$2.9 million reduction, most of which is to achieve a more equitable cost
share with cooperators. This reduction would affect programs that mitigate 
damage from livestock predators, conduct disease surveillance in wildlife, 
manage beaver damage, and reduce the impact from ~on-native invasive 
aninals such as nutria. 

Mr. Aderholt: What would be the impact to Wildlife Danage Management 
performance as a whole if States cannot provide a greater cost share to 
accomplish the proposed savings of $2.6 million? 

Response: APHIS is seeking to develop a more equitable 
Federal/Cooperator cost-share model for the Wildlife Damage Management 
program. To accomplish this, some cooperators would need to increase their 
cost-share contributions where the Federal share exceeds half ~he costs of 
the applicable wildlife damage management program. This could include 
Federal funding contributions that support programs such as mitigating the 
damage from livestock predators, conducting disease surveillance in 
wildlife, managing damage from beavers, and reducing the impact f!:'orn non
native, invasive animals such as nutria. These reductions may result in 
additional coyote predation on livestock, the potential spread of wildlife 
diseases, additional beaver damage to timber in certain areas, and 
additional damage to ecosystems caused by invasive species. APHIS would 
not apply the reduction to rabies, aquacul:ure, and aviation safety 
efforts, which were already reduced in FY 2013. 

Mr. Aderholt: APHIS has cooperative agreements with al~ states 
related to wildlife services operations control wo~k~ Provide a list of 
tr.e amounts of cost-share provided by each state and the federal share 
spent for fiscal years 2011 and 2012. Please explain why in so~e states 
cooperators pay substantially more than the federal share and then in other 
states the federal portion is much greater than the state share. 

Response: The following tables consist of amounts that APHIS and 
States spent on cooperative services provided by WildJife Services. The 
tables do no~ represent the entire budget for Wildlife Services, and do not 
include funds provided to APHIS from other Federal agencies. 

[The information follows:] 

WILDLIFE SERVICES FEDERAL AND COOPERATIVE FUNDING 
FISCAL YEAR 2011 

State Federal Cooperative Total 

Alabana $683,316 $822,758 $1,506,074 

Alaska a 1,535,599 1,535,599 

A.-::izona 939,~83 804,146 1,743,629 

Arkansas 365,757 465,518 831,275 

California 1,854,612 4,907,134 6,761,746 

Colorado 1,036,684 1,366,013 2,402,697 

Connecticut 15,000 45,268 60,268 

Delaware 15,000 12,203 27,203 
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WILDLIFE SERVICES FEDERAL AND COOPERATIVE FUNDING 
FISCAL YEAR 2011 

State Federal Cooperative Total 
District of 
Columbia 0 9,722 9,722 

Florida 640,197 2,178,707 2,818,904 

Georgia 599,850 323,625 923,475 

Guam 0 4,266,977 4,266,977 

Hawaii 236,498 3,148,589 3,385,087 

Idaho 1,683, ,,9O 707,996 2,391,586 

Illinois 294,952 2,030,361 2,325,313 

Indiana 228,230 348,483 576,713 

Iowa 25,000 99,167 124,167 

Ka.nsas 350,391 554,524 904,915 

Kentucky 25,000 231,378 256,378 

Louisiana 521,847 327,203 849,050 

Maine 381,091 395,053 776,144 

Maryland 460,007 1,720,885 2,180,892 

Massachusetts 388,621 677,575 1,066,196 

Michigan 712,397 351,544 1,063,941 

Minnesota 397,589 607,423 1,005,012 

Mississippi 698,000 1,016,243 1,714,243 

Missouri 390,501 510,715 901,216 

Montana 1,775,806 701,833 2,477,639 

Nebraska 546,491 1,304,812 1,851,303 

Nevada 1,538,600 806,019 2,344,619 

New Hampshire 926,965 256,143 1,183,108 

New Jersey 328,580 727,895 1,056,475 

New Mexico 1,642,767 1,009,256 2,652,023 

New York 856,120 1,806,846 2,662,966 

North Carolina 412,999 2,349,650 2,762,649 

North Dakota 977,668 697,345 1,675,013 

Ohio 935,264 669,270 1,604,534 

Oklahoma 1,094,044 1,866,722 2,960,766 

Oregon 1,215,737 2,184,304 3,400,04: 

Pennsylvania 737,236 1, 449, 386 2,186,622 

Puerto Rico 21,291 101,660 122,951 

Rhode Island 0 42,707 42,707 

South Carolina 303,347 1,320,548 1,623,895 

South Dakota 105,297 37,246 142,543 

Tennessee 1,245,045 1,099,819 2,344,864 

Texas 4,514,389 1,798,269 6,312,658 
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WILDLIFE SERVICES FEDERAL AND COOPERATIVE FUNDING 
FISCAL YEAR 2011 

State Federal Cooperative Total 

Utah 1,432,394 244,490 1,676,884 

Vermont 15,000 167,187 182,187 

Virginia 823,651 1,776,379 2,600,030 

Washington 950,505 3,028,397 3,978,902 

West Virginia 790,900 478,903 1,269,803 

Wisconsin 842,887 1,653,539 2,496,426 

Wyoming 1,7]9,732 2,200,811 3,920,543 

Totals $38,696,328 $59,244,245 $97,940,573 

WILDLIFE SERVICES FEDERAL AND COOPERATIVE FUNDING 

FISCAL YEAR 2012 

State Federal Cooperative Total 

Alabama $722,796 $455,327 $1,178,123 

Alaska 342,087 1,108,690 1,450,777 

Arizona 884,986 439,311 1,324,297 

Arkansas 366,118 260,000 626,118 

California 1,865,629 2,682,236 4,547,865 

Colorado 1,822,655 1,901,519 3,724,174 

Connecticut 3,000 98,420 101,420 

Delaware 3,000 4,431 7,431 

District of 
Columbia ° 511 511 

Florida 563,879 1,004,881 1,568,760 

Georgia 594,233 255,883 850,116 

Guam ° 185,170 185,170 

Hawaii 592,067 1,696,986 2,289,053 

Idaho 1,698,075 650,553 2,348,628 

Illinois 33-/,282 2,038,078 2,375,360 

I:1diana 217,269 230,282 447,551 

Iowa 18,000 132,068 150,068 

Kansas 353,497 456,751 810,248 

Kentucky 188,000 296,218 484,218 

Louisiana 523,406 459,132 982,538 

Maine 368,366 370,139 738,505 

Maryland 368,575 338,742 707,317 

Massachusetts 380,140 811,292 1,191,432 

Michigan 329,973 310,788 640,761 

Minnesota 418,026 614,087 1,032,113 

Mississippi 699,199 841,000 1,540,199 

Missouri 352,501 356,037 708,538 

Montana 1,809,539 1,586,271 3,395,810 
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WILDL:FE SERVICES FEDERAL AND COOPERATIVE FUNDING 

FISCAL YEAR 2012 

Scate Federal Cooperative Total 

Nebraska 572,246 1,002,815 1,575,061 

Nevada 1,491,000 902,'24 2,393,124 

New Hampshire 522,734 269,538 792,272 

New Jersey 318,092 824,568 ],142,660 

New Mexico 1,646,592 1,515,467 3,162,059 

New York 844,491 1,680 / 877 2,525,368 

North Carolina 433,656 2,265,160 2,698,816 

North Dakota 980,229 774,332 1,754,561 

Ohio 903,192 449,651 1,352,843 

Oklahoma 1,158,293 2,105,395 3,263,688 

Oregon 1,27';,498 2,533,196 3,807,694 

Pennsylvania 744,974 1,837,425 2,582,399 

Puerto Rico 20,851 ° 20,851 

Rhode Island 3,000 230,550 233,550 

South Carolina 261,747 1,126,389 1,388,136 

South Dakota 249,225 ° 249,225 

Tennessee 1,077,608 391,805 1,469,413 

Texas 4,561,635 6,788,228 11,349,863 

Utah 1,430,234 1,982,107 3,412,341 

Vermont 363,111 110,543 473,654 

Virginia 741,259 1,399,072 2,140,331 

Washington 471,116 2,145,769 2,616,885 

West Virginia 663,532 413,467 1,076,999 

Wisconsin 783,762 1,907,864 2,691,626 

Wyoming 1,712,969 2,044,483 3,757,452 

Totals $39,052,344 $54,285,628 $93,337,972 

APHIS' policy is to cooperate with Federal, State and local agencies 
and public stakeholders to conduct wildlife damage management programs. 
APHIS will use Wildli~e Services appropriated funds to cost-share with non
Federal entities to the extent that such funding is available. Currently, 
APHIS uses a variable cost-share formula based on the core mission, 
strategic and program priorities, whether it substantially enhances the 
program's efficiency, whether it is appropriate for the cooperator under a 
particular agreemen~, and tr.e cooperator's ability to pay toward the 
program. As a result, cost share varies by State, cooperacor, and 
project. 

Mr. Aderholt: Provide the Subcommittee with a table showing the 
amount spent on animal darr,age control research, including the amount 
allocated to non-lethal methods development, to include fiscal years 2011 
through 2012 and planned for 2013 and 2014. 

Response: The informa~ion is submitted for the ~ecord. 
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[The information follows:] 

EXPENDITURES FOR ANIM.l\L CONTROL RESEA,(CH 
(dollars in thousands) 

Fiscal Year Total Funding Non-lethal (est. ) Percent Non-lethal 

2011 $16,806 S14,621 87% 

2012 $16,924 $14,000 83% 

2013 est $17,536 $13,152 75% 

2014 est $18,085 $13,563 75% 

Mr. Aderholt: Provide a table that shows, by state, the amount that 
was spent on protectio~ of threatened and endangered species activities for 
FY 2010 throuqh 2013. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 

FUNDING SPENT ON ENDANGERED SPECIES ACTIVITIES 

STATE FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 Est 

Alaska $42,584 $66,862 $86,863 582,519 

Alabama 4,050 1,250 0 0 

Arizona 107,131 '13,391 88,887 84,443 

California 1,183,309 1,255,371 1,104,948 1,049,701 

Colorado 4,600 50,350 52,275 49,661 

Connecticut 5,000 5,001 0 0 

Florida 869,342 869,342 869,342 825,874 

Georgia 53,712 4,172 5,700 5,415 

Hawaii 296,820 299,J.35 411,098 390,543 

Idaho 123,849 363,205 65,70C 62,415 

Illinois 30,500 41,531 77,179 73,320 

Indiana 26,200 52,200 78,200 74,290 

Louisiana 30,856 24,865 23,170 22,012 

Massachusetts 36,650 38,550 37,400 35,530 

Maine 41,645 31,000 15,000 14,250 

Michigan 138,220 146,821 52,182 49,573 

Minnesota 468,000 560,000 290,000 275,500 
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STATE FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 Est 

Mississippi 200,000 0 1,650 1,568 

Montana 466,756 241,193 38,696 36,761 

North Carolina 5,000 3,252 21,274 20,210 

North Dakota ° 14,000 0 a 
Nebraska 70,000 76,000 83,800 79,610 

New Hampshire 10,370 ° 2,600 2,470 

New Jersey 13,044 15,402 20,704 19,669 

New Mexico 58,817 58,121 99,350 94,383 

New York 2,906 6,000 4,200 3,990 

Ohio ° ° 119,290 113,326 

Oregon 186,121 194,801 126,378 120,059 

Pennsylvania 1,050 1,050 6,050 5,748 

Rhode Island 6,000 10,500 10,000 10,000 
Tennessee 3,200 3,200 6,000 6,000 

Texas 76,437 55,068 58,365 55,44'1 

Utah 39,100 39,600 76,1:)0 72,343 

Vermont 6,755 ° 9,035 8,583 

Virginia 108,468 96,665 113,556 107,878 

Washington 1,201,475 1,400,555 1,302,403 1,237,283 

Wisconsin 304,794 295,395 94,624 89,893 

Wyoming 219,812 217,688 306,113 290,807 

Guam 666,000 635,000 623,000 591,850 

U.S. Virgin Islands 51,380 ° 51,380 48,811 

Total $7,159,953 $7,245,736 $6,432,562 $6,111,735 

Mr. Aderholt: What is the status of wolf control activities? How 
much did APHIS spend on this effort for fiscal year 2012 and how rwch is 
planned in fiscal yeacs 2013 a~d 2014? 

Response: APHIS works with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 
and State wildlife agencies to conduct wolf recovery plans. Gray wolf 
populations are comprised of three Distinct Population Segments (DPS) 
Western Great Lakes (WGL), Northern ~ocky MountaiD (NRM), and Southwestern. 
The WGL a~d NRM popUlations continue to increase and have exceeded their 
recovery goals for several years. 

Wolves in the WGL were delisted in January 2012, and management 
authority moved from the Federal to State government. FWS estimates that 
approximately 2,921 gray wolves are in Minnesota, 831 are in Wisconsin, and 
658 are in Michigan. Because wolves in this DPS were, until recent~y, 
listed as threa~ened or endangered, APHIS addressed most of the conflicts 
with non-lethal methods incl~ding livestock investigations, radio-collaring 
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and tracking wolves, and direct operational assistance with electronic 
guards and flashing lights. The Agency also car~ied out limi~ed relocation 
and population reduction activities. 

The NRM population segment covers Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, the 
eastern one-third of Washington and Oregon, and a small part of north 
central Utah. Wolves in the NRM DPS have been delisted and State officials 
are managing them. The population in this segment is estimated to be a 
minimum of 1,674 wolves, a 7 percent decrease from 2011. In Montana, Idaho 
and Wyoming, State wildlife agencies are integrating sport harves~ of 
wolves to achieve population reductions and alleviate livestock predation 
and o~her wolf-related conflicts. APHIS provides 2ssistance to these 
States as necessary to meet these objectives. ~n FY 2012, APHIS removed 
103 wolves in Montana, 55 in Idaho, and 36 in Wyoming. The Agency removed 
no wolves in Oregon, Utah, or Washington. 

In the Southwest, wolves have retained listing status, and a~e 
classified as a "Nonessential Experimental Population." APHIS personnel in 
Arizona and New Mexico cooperate with State and other Federal agencies, 
county governments, Native American tribes, livestock producers, and 
conservation groups involved in Mexican wolf recovery efforts. As of 
January 2013, there are at least 75 wolves in Arizona and ~ew Mexico, up 
~rom 58 last year. During 2012, APHIS personnel conducted approximately 25 
livestock depredation investigations and conducted one permanent removal 
action. 

Gray wolves continue to also exist outside these three DPSs, where 
their status remains listed as "Endangered" under the Federal Endangered 
Species Act. APHIS participates as a member of interagency wolf working 
groups, and collaborates with State wildlife and agriculture agencies to 
evaluate wolf predation and provide integrated damage management assistance 
as part of its public trust responsibility, where resources allow. 

In rY 2013, APHIS' National Wildlife Research Center initiated a 
research project by placing a European breed of guard dog on select Montana 
ranches to determine the effectiveness of reducing wolf predation of 
livestock. APHIS may expand the project during FY 2014 by increasing the 
number of breeds evaluated and add an additional State to the scope. This 
collaboratively-runded research will enhance APHIS' capabilities in using 
livestock protectIon dogs against wolves and grj.zzlies, since the different 
breeds may have different applications and efficiencies that could be 
applied across the American west as wolf populations increase in number and 
expand in distribution. 

In FY 2012, APH!S spent approximately $798,000 on wolf control 
efforts, with cooperator contributions of $815,000. In FY 2013 and FY 2014, 
APHIS plans to spend similar .Levels of fu~ding and receive similar levels 
of cooperative contributions. 

NOXIOUS WEEDS 

Mr. Aderholt: Did APHIS or its partners discover a~y new noxious 
weed introductions in the past two years? If so, what actions were ~aken 
to address the issues? 
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Response: In FY 2012, APHIS confirmed golden false beardgrass 
(Chrysopogon aciculatus) at Homestead Air Reserve Base in Miami-Dade 
County, Florida. The Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer 
Services first identified it after the Institute for Regional Conservation 
detected it. The Institute for Regional ConservaLion conducted control 
activities, and there was no regrowth detected in January 2013 in the 
treated area. 

The FY 2012 Appropriation Act, as requested by the FY 2012 
President's budget, eliminated funding for noxious weed management 
activities. Following the elimination of the f~nding, APHIS no longer 
conducts detection activities for or responses to new detections of noxious 
weeds. State departments of agriculture now carry out ~hese activities. 
As a resul~, States no longer routinely ~eport the detections to APHIS. 
They only refer them to APHIS when requestinq weed risk assessments to 
determir.e potential i~pacts and to help determine the appropriate 
regulatory or progra~atic response. 

To date, APHIS has responded to species evaluation requests and 
completed weed risk assessments for the following species of Black sage 
(Cordia curassavica), Kahili ginger lily (Hedychium gasrdneriar:.um), Uruguay 
sword plant (Echinodorus uruguayenis), Rock hakea (Hakea gibbosa), Finger 
hakea (Hakea salicifolia), Bushy needlewood (Hakea sericea), Cape-ivy 
(Senecio angulatus), and Sticky nightshade (Solanum sisymbriifolium). 
Recently, South Dakota reported new infestations of Marshmallow (Althaea 
armeniaca) and Coralberry ardisia (Ardisia crenata) to APHIS, which is 
currently evaluating them to determine whether they should be regulated as 
Federal noxio~s weeds. 

AGRICULTCRAL QUARANTINF. INSPECTION (AQT) ?ROGR&~ 

Mr. Aderholt: Please outline the recommendations made by the 
Governmer.t Accountability Office in their March 2013 report on AQI fees and 
describe what APHIS is doing ar.:d plans to do in order to address GAO's 
concerns. 

Response: Based on its key finding that AQI user fees are not 
currently covering the full cost of the program, GAO made 13 
recormnendations APHIS should consider for the AQI user fee structure and 
rates. The recoITmendations include: 1) recovering all costs borne by 
other Federal agencies when setting the fee rates; 2) establishing fees for 
cruise ship passengers; 3) establishing fees for passenger rail cars; 4) 
eliminating caps on commercial vessel and rail car fees; 5) setting truck 
fee rates that recover costs while also providing incentives for trucks to 
use transponders; 6) recovering the costs of AQI services for buses and bus 
passengers; 7) revising rates charged for reimbursable overtime by both 
APHIS and Customs and Border Protection (CBP,; B) charging user fees for 
AQI permit applications; 9) charging user fees for treatment services; 10) 
charging user fees for the costs of monitoring compliance agreements for 
requlated garbage; ll) working with CBP to allocate fee revenues consistent 
with each Age~cy's AQI costs; 12) establishing an AQI reserve target that 
is ~ore closely aligned with program needs and risks; and 13) revising the 
process for collecting AQI railca:: fees to conform to USDA regulatio:1. 

Prior to the GAO's review, APHIS had undertaken a third party review 
of the AQI user fee program to determine the full cost of providing 



209

services and options to consider for making changes to the current fee 
structure. Many of GAO's recom."'T':endations are consistent with options APHIS 
is already considering. APHIS is considering changes to the user fee rates 
and structure through the rGlemaking process which would include the 
opportunity for the public to provide COIDmen~s. APHIS would expect such a 
proposed rule to be published in the fall/winter of 2013. Such rulernaking 
would require cooperating closely with CBP throughout the process. As GAO 
recommended, APHIS is considering new authorities to collect additional 
fees for AQI services teat currently do not exist or a~e not economically 
feasible under current authorities. APHIS also is engaging with its 
stakeholders to obtain feedback on the changes being considered. 

~r. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing the amount of AQI fees 
collected, the amount spent, and ~he carryover levels for fiscal years 2010 
through 2012 and estimates for fiscal years 2013 and 2014. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information fo~lows:] 

AGRICULTURAL QUARANTINE INSPECTION 
:EE COLLECTIONS & PROGRAM OBLIGATIONS 

Fiscal Fee Amount 
Year Collections Spent* Carryover 

2010 $512,568,490 $501,599,661 a/ $64,151,595 

2011 534,729,510 509,853,972 a/ 94,242,154 

2012 548,328,730 537,039,668 a/ 106,844,075 

2013 (est) 557,650,318 541, "190,985 b/ 111,687,408 

2014 (est) 567,130,000 549,000,000 129,817,408 

* Please note: This table includes APHIS spending and amounts transferred 
to the Department of Homeland Security's Customs and Border Protection from 
the AQI user fee account. 

a/ Accounting adjustments related to prior year collections and 
deobliga~ions increase the balance in the AQI user fee account end cf year 
balance. 
b/ The AQI user fee balance reflects reductions due to the FY 2013 
sequestration. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing the total number of 
staff years funded through the Agricultural Quarantine Inspection program, 
both the user fee program and the appropriated program, to include fiscal 
year 2010 through 2012 and estimates for fiscal years 2013 and 2014. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 
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AGRlCULTURAL QUARANTINE INSPECTION PROG~~ 

STAFF YEARS 

User 
Fiscal Year Appropriated Fees '!'otal 

2010 364 1,504 1,868 

2011 364 1,350 1,7l4 

2012 364 1,350 1,714 

2013 360 1,3~O 1,712 
(estimated) 

2014 343 1,350 1,693 
(estimated) 

Mr. Aderholt: What was the fiscal year 2012 amount that APHIS 
transferred to the Department of Homeland Security for agricultural 
quarantine inspection from user fees? Did this occur on a reimbursable 
basis or was the transfer made before any work was carried out? What are 
the amounts expected te be transferred in FY 2013 and FY 2014, and on what 
scl:.edule? 

Response: In FY 2012, APHIS transferred $348,805,277 to the 
Jepartrnent of Homeland Security. These transfers occur on a bi-monthly 
basis after APHIS and the Department of Homeland Security's Bureau of 
Customs and Border Protection (CBP) discuss collections and agree on 
spendi.ng plans for the year {not on a reimbursable basis}. 

For FY 2013, APHIS plans to transfer a total of $349,590,985 to CBP for 
activities i::1 FY 2013 with transfers occurrir1g in December, January, March, 
May, July, and August. APHIS and CBP representatives will develop spending 
plans and allocations for each Agency for FY 20:4 based on estjnates for FY 
2013 collections. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please pcovide a table showing the fee schedule for 
each activity and changes that have occurred since instituting the user 
fee. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 
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FY EFFECTIVE DATES 

1998 - 1999 
10 /l / 97 THROUGH 

9/30/99 

2000 
10/1/99 THROUGH 

12/31/99 

2000 
1/1/00 THROUGH 

9/3C/00 

2001 
10/1/00 THROUGH 

9/30/01 

2002-2004 
10/1/01 THROUGH 

9/3/04 

2005 
10/1/04 THROUGH 

9/30/05 

2006 
10/1/C5 THROUGH 

9/30/2006 

2007 10/1/06 THROUGH 
9/30/07 

2008 
10/1/07 THROUGH 

9/30/08 

2009 
10/1/08 THROUGH 

9/30/C9 
2010-

10/1/09 TO PRESENT 
PRESENT 

AGRICULTURAL QUARANTINE INSPECTION 
USER FEE HISTORY 

COMMERCIAL 
COMMERCIAL COMMERCIAL TRUCK 

VESSELS TRUCKS TRANSPORTERS 

$454.50 $4.00 $80.00 

$461.75 $4.00 $80.00 

$465.50 $4.25 $85.00 

$474.50 $4.50 $90.00 

$480.50 $4.75 $95.00 

$486.00 $5.00 $100.00 

$488.00 $5.25 $105.00 

$490.00 $5.25 $105.00 

$492.00 $5.25 $105.00 

$494.00 $5.25 $105.00 

$496.00 $5.25 $105.00 

COMMERCIAL INTERNAT'L 
RAILROAD COMMERCIAL AIR 

CARS AIRCRAFT PASSENGER 

$6.50 $59.75 $2.00 

$6.75 $60.25 $2.05 

$6.75 $64.00 $3.00 

$7.00 $64.75 $3.00 

$7.00 $65.25 $3.10 

$7.50 $70.00 $4.95 

$7.50 $70.25 $5.00 

$7.75 $70.50 $5.00 

$7.75 $70.50 $5.00 

$7.75 $70.75 $5.00 

$7.75 $70.75 $5.00 
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Mr. Aderholt: Does APHIS anticipate any changes in AQI user fees 
during fiscal year 2013 or fiscal year 2014? 

Response: APHIS is not proposing any changes in AQI user fees in 
FY 2013 but is considering a rule for publication in FY 2014 to update the 
AQI user fee rates and structure. Under such a rulemaking process, the 
proposed rule is expected to be published in the fall of 2013 and wou~d 
provide the opportunity for public comment as well as reach out to 
stakeholders. 

WORK WITH DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the Committee an update on the status 
of the Agency's work with Customs a~d Border Protection, including the 
efforts to review cargo data and entry documents. What percentage of the 
entries is reviewed for clearance and what percentage of entries is 
physically inspected? Specify percentage for those entries with permits 
as well as animals. 

Response: The Department of Homeland Security, Customs and Border 
Protection (CSP) conduct reviews and inspections of cargo entering the 
United States. APHIS establishes irnport regulations and inspection 
policies and works with CSP's Agriculture Policies and Trade Liaison to 
provide guidance on inspections, identi:icatlon of intercepted pests, 
training for CBP employees, and methods development support, among other 
things. Agricultural entry requ i.rements and ris k factors are built into 
CElP's Automated Targeting System (ATS), which reviews all cargo entries 
electronically and gives ship:nents a numerical score. If the score meets 
a certain threshold, the shipment will be flagged for additional review or 
inspection. CBP also has manifest review units that review entry data 
manually and monitor the output of the ATS. APHIS provides information to 
CBP regarding prohibited products found in the marketplace to assist in 
closing smuggling pathways and helping to target shipments for inspection. 
APHIS is working with CBP to review and refine the criteria entered into 
ATS related to agricultural risks. Additionally, 60 APHIS employees have 
access to ATS (with approval for 5 more employees pending) and can request 
that CBP inspect certain shipments. APHIS has also been working with 
other goverr.ment agencies and CBP to develop and provide data for CBP ' s 
r.ew Automated Commercial Environment (ACE) / Internat.lonal Trade Data 
System initiative. ACE will eventually replace the Automated Cowff.ercial 
System, and it will enhance import review and tracking abilities for 
agricultural shipments. APHIS and CBP are in the process of developing 
data requirements and message sets for ag'!':icultural products for ACE.. 

All imports to the United States are subject to agricultural 
quaranti~e inspecti.ons regardless of whether Lhey contain agricultural 
i~ems because, among other reasons, pests and diseases may be present in 
the packing materials used. For certain producl:.s that carry a greater 
level of risk and must meet specialized requirements to enter the United 
States, APHIS requires a permit as a condition of entry. Examples include 
sugarcane, certain types of lumber, and certain live animals. In FY 2012, 
APHIS issued more than 7,212 import permits for plants and plant products 
and 8,026 import permits for live animals and animal products. 
AdditionallYI some agricultural shipments require physical inspections. 
For example, all shipments of plant propagative materials must be 
jnspected and (with the exception of those imported from Canada, which are 
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inspected at ~he border) these shipments are sent to APHIS' Plant 
Inspection Station (PIS) facilities for inspection. Approximately 25,000 
plant shipments containing 1.2 billion plant units were imported and 
inspected through APHIS' PIS facilities in FY 2012. While plant 
propagative materials are inspected, we do not track the total volume of 
all incoming shipments subject to agricultural inspection and cannot 
specify the overall percentage inspected. 

APHIS also conducts regulatory oversight for the importation of 
animals and animal products. In FY 2011, this included more than 20,000 
horses, 12.7 million live poultry, 14.2 million hatching eggs, 0.5 milli.on 
comroercial birds, and 5.8 million units of poultry and livestock semen and 
livestock embryos. All live animal shipments regulated by APHIS are 
inspected by APHIS port personnel prior to release. With the exception of 
livestock fro~ Mexico and Canada, which are inspected at the border, most 
live agricultural animals are imported ~hrough APHlS' Animal Import 
Centers or private quarantine facilities (with oversight from APHIS) where 
they are inspected and quarantined for a period of 3 to 60 days, depending 
on their origin and species. With limited exceptions of animals from 
Canada, each animal must be accompanied by a veterinary health 
certificate, and each shipment of live animals ~~st have an import permit. 
Approximately 10 percent of live fish shipments regulated by APHTS (those 
susceptible to spring viremia of carp) receive a visual inspection, but 
health certification is reviewed for all fish shipments under APHIS 
jurisdiction. 

The table below shows the number of agriculture-related cargo 
clearances and inspections by CBP at ports of entry in FY 2012. 

[The information follows:] 

FY 2012 AGRICULTURE QUARANTINE INSPECTIONS 

~he Department of Commerce, International Trade Administration 
reports that total imports of ail merchandise (both manufactured and non
manufactured goods) were $2.275 trillion in !OY 2012. Approximately 79 
percent of all i:nports are mancfactured goods that include items such as: 
computer and electronic products, beverages, tobacco products, textiles, 
transportation equipment and chemicals. The o~her 21 percent make up non
manufactured goods that are valued at $470 billion. These include items 
such as agricultural and livestock products, oil and qas, waste and scrap 
and used or secondhand merchandise. Of the $470 billion total of non
manufactured goods, the estimated value for agricultural and livestock 
products imports WaS approximately $50 billion. Therefore, agricGltural 
and livestock products account for approximately 2.2 percent of the total 
U.S. value of imports. 
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Mr. Aderholt: Does APHcS plan on or anticipate any transfers of 
appropriated funds to DHS in FY 2013 and FY 2014? To any other 
Department? 

Response: At this time, APHIS does not plan or anticipate any 
transfers of appropriated funds to OHS or to any other Department in 
FY 2013 and FY 2014. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a copy of the most recent Memoranda of 
Understanding between USDA and DHS regarding agricultural inspection, 
training, and data sharing as well as corresponding agreements involving 
the exchange of financial resources. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 
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DHS Agreement Number: BTS-03-0001 
USDA-APIllS Agreement Number: 03-1001-0382-MU 

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN THE 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY (DRS) 
AND THE 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE (USDA) 

Article 1 • Purpose and Authorities 

Section 42 1 (a) of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (hereafter the "Act") transfers certain 
agricultural import and entry inspection functions to the Secretary of Homeland Security from the 
Secretary of Agriculture (singly the "Party" or jointly the "Parties"). 

This document serves as the "Transfer Agreement" (hereafter the "Agreement") required by Section 
421(e) of the Act. It specifies functions transferred to DHS and those retained by USDA and 
establishes mechanisms between the Parties regarding the exercise of the following functions: training 
of employees, transfer of funds, use of employees, and additional measures provided by the Act. 
Further, it identifies other areas of mutual interest and responsibilities which the Parties will 
cooperatively address through subsequent actions and documents. This Agreement emphasizes the 
importance of continuing and enhancing the agricultural import and entry inspection functions 
transferred to DHS so as to strengthen border security and thereby better protect American agriculture. 

Historically, the USDA Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APIllS) Agricultural Quarantine 
Inspection (AQI) program has focused mainly on preventing the introduction of harmful agricultural 
pests and diseases into the United States. Now, the threat of intentional introductions of these pests or 
pathogens as a means of biological warfare or terrorism is an emerging concern that the United States 
must be prepared to deal with effectively. Guarding against such an eventuality is important to the 
security of the Nation. Failure to do so could disrupt American agricultural production, erode 
confidence in the U.S. food supply, and destabilize the U.S. economy. The transfer of USDA 
agricultural inspectors, with their extensive training and experience in biology and agricultural 
inspection, provides DHS the capability to recognize and prevent the entry of organisms that might be 
used for biological warfare or terrorism. 

The Parties, through this Agreement and by other means, are committed to working cooperatively now 
and in the future to implement the relevant provisions of the Act and to ensure necessary support for 
and coordination of the AQI program components that reside in each Department following the 
transfer of functions and employees. 

As required by the Act, in this Agreement the Parties shall address the following: 
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Transferred Functions and Employees (Article 2); 
USDA agricultural import and entry inspection functions and associated employees to be 
transferred to DRS [Section 421(a) and (g)] 

Excluded Quarantine Activities and Other Retained USDA Activities (Article 3): 
Quarantine and associated activities excluded from the transfer [Section 421(c)] and remaining in 
USDA 

Training (Article 4); 
USDA supervision of training [Section 421(e) (2)(A)] 

Transfer of Funds (Article 5): 
[Section 421(e) (2) (B) and (f) (1 and 2)] 

Cooperation and Reciprocity (Article 6): 
DRS authority to perform functions delegated to USDA-APHIS [Section 421(e) (3) (A)] and 
USDA authority to use DHS employees to carry out authorities delegated to USDA-APHIS 
[Section 421(e) (3) (B)] 

Regulations. Policies. and Procedures (Article 7): 
[Section 421(d) (1), (d) (2), and (d) (3)] 

Agreement Revisions, Amendments, and Appendices (Article 10): 
[Section 421(e) (1) (a)] 

Article 8 establishes the basis for collaboration between DRS and USDA on other issues and areas of 
mutual interest that the Parties recognize as necessary for the administration and maintenance of 
relations between the Parties in carrying out the provisions of the Act and the respective missions of 
the Parties. 

The Parties agree to designate, in writing, an Authorized Representative who shall be responsible for 
administering the terms and conditions within this Agreement. 

Article 2 - USDA Functions Transferred to DRS 

The USDA AQI program will be divided, with some functions transferred to DHS as reflected in this 
Article, and others retained by USDA as reflected in Article 3. 

The agricultural import and entry inspection functions transferred to DRS shall include; 

a) Reviewing passenger declarations and/or cargo manifests and, utilizing USDA pest and risk 
data, targeting for inspection high risk agricultural passenger/cargo shipments 

b) Inspecting international passengers, luggage, cargo, mail, and means of conveyance 
c) Holding cargo and articles of suspected agricultural quarantine significance where 

2 
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appropriate for evaluation of plant and animal health risk in accordance with USDA 
regulations, policies, and guidelines 

d) Referring propagative and other designated materials to USDA for inspection, control, and 
disposition 

e) Seizing articles in violation of USDA regulations, safeguarding to prevent pest escape, and 
destroying or re-exporting them 

f) Referring all live animals, embryos, semen, and other viable animal products to USDA 
g) Collecting and preparing or preserving pest and disease samples for analysis 
h) Submitting intercepted pest and disease specimens via Pest Identification Form 309a 
i) Assessing and collecting spot settlements in accordance with USDA guidelines, 

documenting suspected violations, and referring suspected violations to USDA for further 
investigation and appropriate action 

j) Collecting, submitting, and reporting program information (e.g., Workload 
Accomplishment Data System (WADS) Form 280, AQIM) 

k) Performing specific risk information collection activities for use in USDA risk analysis 
(e.g., Agricultural Quarantine Inspection Monitoring (AQIM) systems) and promptly 
notifying USDA upon detections of new or unusual infested or contaminated cargo 

I) Maintaining, monitoring, and enforcing existing compliance agreements for functions 
conducted by DHS 

m) Monitoring transit shipments and verifying exit 
n) Reviewing import permits and certificates for validity and compliance 
0) Preparing and forwarding documentation for reimbursable overtime services to USDA. 

In accordance with Section 421(g) of the Act, USDA shall transfer not more than 3,200 full-time 
equivalent positions to DHS. 

Article 3 - Quarantine and Other Relevant Functions Retained by USDA 

The agricultural import and entry inspection and associated functions remaining in USDA shall 
include: 

a) Providing risk analysis guidance, including, in consultation with DHS, the setting of inspection 
protocols 

b) Applying remedial measures other than destruction and re-exportation, such as fumigation, to 
commOdities, conveyances, and passengers 

c) Providing specialized inspection of propagative plant material and pest identification services 
at plant inspection stations and other facilities 

d) Conducting inter- and intra-state inspection of passenger, commodity, and conveyance 
movements, including the preclearance of passengers in Hawaii and Puerto Rico destined for 
the mainland United States 

e) Performing inspection and related activities, such as compliance with requirements of 
agricultural protocols and systems, in connection with the preclearance of commodities in 
foreign countries 

f) Verifying compliance with trade protocols, including but not limited to conducting domestic 

3 
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market and transit surveys and outreach to the private sector as part of the APlllS Smuggling 
Interdiction and Trade Compliance Program 

g) Investigating and adjudicating AQI violations, either civilly or through referral for criminal 
prosecution, in accordance with USDA's administrative procedures and applicable statutes 

h) Issuing phytosanitary (plant health) and animal byproduct cenificates for U.S. agricultural 
exports 

i) Supervising training relating to agricultural inspection functions, as described in Anicle 4 
j) Managing AQI user fee funds, including auditing of user accounts, as descnbed in Article 5 
k) Developing regulations, policy, and procedures as described in Article 7 
I) Managing the AQI perfonnance measurement system in consultation with DRS. 

Article 4 • Training 

In accordance with Section 421(e) (2) (A) of the Act, USDA shall supervise training of DRS 
employees to carry out functions transferred. The Panies agree that USDA will supervise and provide 
educational support and systems to ensure that DRS employees recei ve the training necessary to carry 
out the USDA functions transferred to DRS. This includes, but is not limited to the following: 

a) New Officer Training for AgriculturaI Specialists 

b) Basic Canine Officer Training for Agricultural Canine Teams 

c) Regulatory Pesticide Applicator and Fumigation Training 

d) Biological Security Training for Agricultural Specialists 

The Panies will, subject to any necessary OMB approval, jointly develop an annual work plan and 
budget for agricultural training provided by USDA for DRS. 

Article 5 • Transfer of Funds 

The Parties understand that agricultural inspection activities as defined in Anicles 2 and 3 of this 
Agreement will be funded, in part, out of funds collected by fees authorized under sections 2508 and 
2509 of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (21 U.S.C. 136, 136a). The fees 
will continue to be paid to a dedicated account in the Treasury and be administered by USDA. 

In accordance with Section 421 Subsections (e)(2)(B) and (f)(1-2) of the Act, USDA shall, from time 
to time, transfer funds to DRS for agricultural inspection functions carried out by DRS for which 
funds are collected. 

Subject to any necessary OMB approval, the Parties agree to cooperate in the development of annual 
plans and budgets, user fee rates, and funds control and financial reporting procedures for the 
agricultural inspection functions in Articles 2 and 3. The Parties will develop specific methods and 

4 
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execute appropriate instruments to transfer funds from USDA to DRS in accordance with the previous 
paragraph. 

Article 6 - Cooperation and Reciprocity 

Section 42l(e) (3) (A) of the Act provides authority for an agreement between DRS and USDA for 
DRS to perform functions delegated to USDA-APIDS regarding the protection of domestic livestock 
and plants not transferred to DRS. This includes but is not limited to the performance of those 
functions listed in Article 3. 

Section 421(e) (3) (B) of the Act provides for an agreement between DRS and USDA for USDA to use 
DRS employees to carry out authorities delegated to USDA-APIDS regarding the protection of 
domestic livestock and plants. This includes but is not limited to the use of DRS employees in the 
management of agricultural pests and diseases throughout the United States. 

DRS and USDA agree to develop procedures for USDA use of DRS employees and/or DRS 
performance of functions that recognize the importance of the homeland security mission while 
addressing the need for a skilled workforce to carry out USDA functions. These procedures will be 
incorporated into a subsequent amendment to this Agreement. Pending the completion of these 
procedures, the Parties are free to enter into agreements for reciprocity consistent with section 421 of 
the Act. Neither this Article, nor any appendix to this Agreement, shall obligate either Party to take 
action inconsistent with the fulfillment of its mission. 

Article 7 • Regulations, Policies, and Procedures 

In accordance with Section 421(d) of the Act, the Parties understand and agree that: 

a) USDA retains responsibility for developing and issuing regulations, policies, and procedures 
covering the agricultural functions transferred to DRS 

b) USDA shall provide DHS with copies of all relevant agriculturdl regulations, policies, and 
procedures; and train DHS employees as necessary in their application 

c) USDA functions transferred to DRS shall be exercised and enforced by DRS in accordance 
with USDA regulations, policies, and procedures 

d) Whenever USDA prescribes new regulations, policies, and procedures for administering those 
agricultural functions transferred to DHS, or proposes changes to relevant existing regulations, 
policies, and procedures, USDA shall coordinate such actions with DRS 

e) Whenever DHS issues such directives or guidelines as may be necessary to ensure the effective 
use of DRS personnel carrying out the agricultural functions transferred to DHS, it shall do so 
in consultation with USDA 

5 
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Article 8 -Communication and Liaison 

The Parties will facilitate an orderly transition and develop the best possible safeguards to protect the 
nation's agricultural infrastructure. To this end, the Parties agree to coordinate actions and 
communicate changes in operations and other important information. Whenever credible threats are 
identified, the Parties shall, as soon as possible, provide to each other all relevant threat and 
vulnerability information relating to agricultural terrorism, consistent with national security interests. 
This may include, for example, intelligence for inspection of specific pest and disease threats to allow 
adjusting operations to changing risk levels. 

The Parties agree that DRS will provide USDA with access to, subject to national security 
considerations and agreed upon information sharing protocols, port environs and port 
information/databases necessary to fulfill USDA's responsibilities, including but not limited to the 
functions listed in Article 3 of this Agreement. 

The Parties will establish, to the extent and at the level(s) mutually deemed necessary, liaisons or 
points of contact to facilitate the execution of this article. 

Article 9 . Limitation of Commitment 

Any financial commitment made by either Party shall be contingent upon the availability of funds 
appropriated by the Congress of the United States or otherwise provided to the Parties through 
Congressional authorization. It is understood and agreed that any monies allocated for purposes 
covered by this Agreement shall be expended in accordance with its terms and in the manner 
prescribed by the fiscal regulations and/or administrative policies of the Party making the funds 
available. 

If fiscal resources are to transfer, a separate interagency agreement, or other such instrument, as 
appropriate, must be developed by the Parties. 

Article 10· Revisions, Amendments, and Appendices 

In accordance with Section 421 (e) (1), the Parties understand and agree that: 

a) This Agreement shall be reviewed periodically by the Parties when jointly deemed 
appropriate to determine if amendments or appendices are necessary. The Parties agree that 
the first such review will be completed by September 30, 2003. 

b) This Agreement may be amended or supplemented at any time by agreement of the Parties in 
writing. 

6 
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Article 11 • EtTedive Date 

This Agreement will become effective upon date of final signature. 

Article 12 - No Private Right Created 

This Agreement is an internal policy statement of the undersigned agencies and does not create any 
rights, privileges, or benefits for any person or party. 

TOMRID E 
SECRETARY OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 

7 

~~4ZDtJ3 
DATE 
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Appendix for Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the US Department of 
. Homeland Security (DHS) and the US Department of Agriculture (USDA) 

Article 5, Transfer of Funds 

I. Purpose 

This Appendix outlines the procedures and conditions that USDA Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service (APHIS) wiU use to transfer funds t6 DHS Customs and 
Border Protection (CBP) for the Agriculture Quarantine Inspection (AQI) activities 
carried oul by CBP and funded by the AQJ User Fee Account. It also outlines the 
process CBP and APHIS will follow to distribute user fee funds between the two 
agencies and financial reporting on the use of those funds. 

II. Background 

The Homeland secu~ Act of 2002 (the Act). Section 421 of the Act transferred to 
DHS functions of APIS relating to agricultural import and entry inspection. Section 
421 (e)(2){B) and (f)(l) and (2) of the Act provides authority for an agreement between 
USDA and DHS for the transfer of funds from USDA to DHS for activities carried out by 
DHS for which such fees were collected. 

Memorandum of Agreement The Secretary of USDA and Secretary of DHS signed the 
MOA required under Section 421 (e) of the Act, on February 28,2003. Article 5 of the 
MOA pertains to transfer of funds. 

III. Responsibilities 

APHIS and CBP Understand and Agree to: 

1. CBP and APHIS recognize that the transfer of AQI port inspection user fee 
operating funds depends on the collection of AQI User Fees, the amount of which is 
influenced by marKet forces affecting intemational travel and commerce. The 
collections to the AQI User Fee account deC/ined sharply after September 11. 2001, 
but have recovered over time. Accordingly, CPB and APHIS will develop budgets 
that allow the maintenance of an account reserve by APHIS, designed to cushion 
the blow of unexpected decreases in revenues. 

2. CBP and APHIS will each designate a Chief Budget Liaison and an alternate to carry 
out the duties outlined in this Appendix, induding the quarterty and annual reporting. 
The designated Chief Budget Liaisons will have at least four face-ta-face meetings 
to discuss AQI funding during each fiscal year. 
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3. At the beginning of FY 2006, $33 million will be designated as the account reserve. 
This reserve will nat be allocated to either CBP or APHIS. By the end of FY 2010, 
the financial goal is to establish a total minimum reserve of $95 mmian which 
equates to approximately 25% of the operating resources for the current level of 
effort for the AQI operations. 

4. APHIS and CBP agree that of the AQI user fee available collections, minus the 
reserve, 60.64% will be designated for transfer to CBP to support the AQI user fee 
program and 39.36% will be designated to support APHIS' AQI user fee program. 
These percentages were determined based on the projected cost and level-of-effort 
required to carry out the FY 2006 program. The proportion designated to each 
agency will be reviewed, and adjusted if needed, at least annually by the designated 
Chief Budget Uaisons based on the expected cost of the respective programs and 
the best available information on expected annual fee collections. The last transfer 
from APHIS to CBP will be made in August in order to accommodate operational 
planning needs of CBP. Annually these agreements will take the form of a codicil to 
this Appendix, to be signed by: the designated Chief Budget liaisons. 

5. Both APHIS and CBP will exercise control over their annual agreed upon allocations. 
For example, if CBP does not spend its entire FY 2006 transfer allocation estimated 
to be $211 million, they will carry any balance forward into FY 2007 to be used to 
carry out AQI user fee program functions. 

6. CBP and APHIS agree that APHIS will propose revised fee schedules as necessary, 
taking into account CBP funding needs for the transferred AQI user fee functions as 
well as funding needs for the AQI user fee activities remaining in APHIS. 
CalCUlations will taKe Into account projected Federal pay increases and inflation, as 
well as increased program needs. 

APHIS Understands and Agrees to: 

1. Initiate bimonthly revenue transfers to CBP beginning in November using an SF-
1151, Non-Expenditure Transfer form. However, if the cash balance in the 
account is not sufficient to transfer the full amount in advance, transfers may take 
place monthly. 

2. Calculate the APHIS AQllevel-of-effort in Full-Time-Equivalent (FTE) staff years 
and associated program costs for comparison with the CBP level of effort in FTE 
staff years and program cost calculations, quarterly and annually. 

3. Carry out the rulemaking function to propose and codify any necessary changes 
to the AQI User Fee program. 

4. Inform the CBP Chief Budget liaison when each AQI User Fee distribution to 
CBP has been initiated by APHIS. 
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5. Provide within 45 days after each quarter, a breakdown of AQI user fee 
collections, by activity. Collection amounts will be updated to reflect account 
adjustments, such as audit findings. 

CBP Understands and Agrees to: 

1. To provide the necessary information for alJditing of the user fee costs and rates. 
CBP will report expenditures by each AQI fee type (e.g., intematicnal 
passengers, commercial aircraft, etc.). 

2. At the end of each quarter, and by November 15 following the end of each fiscal 
year, CBP will provide APHIS with an accounting of expenses incurred in the AQI 
program from CBP' Cost Management Information System (CMIS). 

3. Calculate the CBP AQJlevel-of-effort in Full-Time-Equivalent (FTE) staff years 
and associated program ccsts for comparison with the APHI S level of effort in 
FTE staff years and program calculations, quarterly and annually. 

V!. Effective Date and Chal'\ges to This Appendix 

This document will serve as an appendix to Article 5 of the MOA and can be amended 
by mutual agreement at any time by agreement of the parties in writing. This agreement 
will be effective when signed by both designated officials, 

Richard L. Balaban 
Assistant Commissioner for Finance 
Customs and Border Protection 

Paul R. Eggen 
Associate Oeputy A 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 

/tJ -05 ·oS 
DATE 
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FEDERP,L AND NON-FEDERAL SOURCES 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing a breakout of all 
Federal and non-Federal dollars for all APHIS programs to include fiscal 
years 2010 through 2013 to date. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 
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Line-item 
i 

~nimal Health 
Technical Services 

Aquatic Animal 
Health 

Avian Health 

attle Health 

quine and Cervid 
Health 
rational 
~eterinary 
Stockpile 
pheep and Goat 
~ealth 
!Swine Health 

~eterinary 
!Biologics 

!veterinary 
Diagnostics 

Izoonotic Disease 
t"Ianagement 

SUBTOTAL 
Animal Health 

Agricultural 
Quarantine 
Inspection 

otton Pests 

FEDERAL AND NON-FEDERAL FUNDING FOR APHIS PROGRAMS 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

FY 201C FY 2011 FY 2012 

E'ederal* Non 
E"ederal * Non Federal* 

Non 
Federal Federal Federal 

$40,056 $2,992 $32,216 $5,604 $30,349 $8,403 

6,011 172 5,401 30 2,261 756 

67,998 227 53,649 4,546 53,206 15,060 

117,873 34,291 110,759 48,589 97,722 7l,967 

20,342 4,149 17,881 4,931 5,050 16,248 

5,177 0 4,342 0 3,026 0 

18,451 25 19,197 551 18,502 459 

25,723 72 25,543 459 22,89'/ 4,983 

16,457 C 16,416 0 16,445 42 

29,985 ° 32,303 0 31,582 636 

10,468 ° 10,447 0 8,956 8,403 

358,542 41,928 328,154 64,7l0 289,996 126,957 

28,948 ° 25,907 ° 27,21::' ° 
23,238 29,088 20,979 24,046 19,860 20,339 

--- . 

E'Y 2013 
(to date) 

Federal* 
Non 

Federal** 

$12,571 $0 

712 0 

24,021 0 

36,504 ° 
1,610 ° 
1,647 0 

6,057 0 

6,586 ° 
8,023 ° 

11,227 0 

2,186 ° 
111,144 0 

13,089 ° 
4,366 0 

.. 
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FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 

FY 2013 
i (to date) 

Line-item 
Non Federal* Non 

Federa"L -.r 
Non Federal* Federal * Non 

: Federal Federal Federal Federal** 

~ield Crop & 
angeland 12,854 720 11,259 512 8,896 487 2,211 ° [ cosystems Pests 

est Detoction 28,0)) 9,762 26,697 1,154 27,358 1,359 7,131 ° 
Plant Protection 
Methods 21,704 94 ° 2l,066 739 20,081 281 2,785 ° Development 

'pecial ty Crop 
171,383 57,777 153,959 52,891 166,886 50,095 64,122 0 

Pests 

ree & Wood Pests 70,966 15,330 76,398 15,597 78,300 5,491 15,732 0 

SOBTOTAL 
357,164 1:i3,617 336,265 94,939 348,592 78,052 109,436 0 Plant Health 

~ildlife Damage 79,132 40,784 75,366 59,244 70,480 59,286 33,997 ° Management 

~ildlife Services 
~ethods 19,110 2,324 18,782 2,559 16,924 4,630 7,949 ° Development 

SOBTOTAL Wildlife 
98,242 43,108 94,148 61,803 87,404 63,916 41,946 ° Services 

!Animal & Plant 
lealth Regulatory 15,4,5 ° 15,011 0 16,189 ° 7,227 ° nforcement. 
Biotechnology 
egulatory 13,285 ° 13,019 ° 18,134 0 6,639 ° Services 

SUBTOTAL 
Regulatory 28,730 ° 28,030 ° 34,323 ° 13,866 ° Services 

... .. .... ---- ------
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FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 

FY 2013 

Line-item 
(to date) 

Federal* 
Non 

Federal"!< 
Non Federa1* Non 

Federal* 
Non 

Federal Federal Federal Federal** 

ontingency Fund 3,206 ° ° ° 1,500 ° 583 ° 
mergency 

Preparedness & 19,622 53'0 19,428 1,742 16,753 5,943 7,577 ° Response 

SUBTOTAL Emergency 
22,828 535 19,428 1,742 18,253 5,943 8,160 ° Management 

1'griculture 12,587 ° 12,573 0 13,310 ° 4,816 ° Import/Export 

Overseas Technical 
20,156 16,076 20,002 17,806 20,104 12,607 7,140 0 

& Trade Operations 

SUBTOTAL 
Safe Trade & 

International 32,744 16,076 32,575 17,806 33,414 12,607 11,956 ° Technical 
Assistance 

~nimal Welfare 24,445 44 23,895 ° 27,016 ° 11,295 ° 
~orse Protection 498 ° 497 0 696 0 260 ° 

SUBTOTAL 
24,943 44 24,392 ° 27,712 ° 11,555 ° Animal Welfare 

~PHIS Information 
Irechnology 4,414 0 4,610 ° 4,494 ° 1,135 0 
Infrastructure 

Physical! 
pperational 5,669 ° 5,540 ° '0,224 ° 1,560 0 
!security 

SUBTOTAL 
10,083 0 10,150 0 9,718 0 2,695 ° Agency Management 
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FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 

FY 2013 

Line-item 
(to date) 

Federal* 
Non 

Federal * Non 
Federal* 

Non Federal* Non 
Federal Federal Federal Federal** 

ornrnodity Credit 
54,678 698 40,954 2,954 24,561 280 2,697 0 orporation 

arm Bill Section 
51,152 5,352 52,378 2,588 52, ll5 2,053 1,135 0 10201 and 10202 

Advances and 
139,039 0 158,636 0 157,285 0 84,613 0 Reimbursements 

H1N1 from Health 
3,909 0 2,914 0 4,793 0 2,271 0 and Human Services 

VHS Supplemental, 
Homeland Security, 

6,852 0 885 0 III 0 0 0 HUB Relo,& 
Department 

Buildings & 
8,589 0 8,218 0 3,633 0 652 0 aci1ities 

rust Funds 18,649 0 14,641 0 ll, 702 0 5,694 0 

Agricultural 
Quarantine 

189,373 0 190,738 0 188,234 0 84,356 0 
Inspection User 
Fees 

SUBTOTAL 
472,242 6,050 469,364 5,542 442,434 2,333 181,413 0 Other 

TOTAL $1,405,516 $221,358 $1,342,506 $246,542 $1,291,846 $289,808 $492,171 0 

, 
-Represents Federal obligations against available fundlng. 
--The 2013 amounts for the non-Federal funding will be received at the end of the fiscal year. 
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INDEMNITY AND CONTINGENCY FUNDS 

Mr. Aderholt: Describe what has happened during the past year in 
terms of serious outbreaks of pests and diseases. What resources did the 
Agency expend on each? 

Response: In FY 2012, APHIS continued responding to an outbreak of 
the Asian longhorned beetle in Clermont County, Ohio. APHIS spent 
approximately $10.4 million in emergency funds transferred from the 
Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) and approximately $5 million from the 
Tree and Wood Pests line item on the response effort. More than 48 
percent of Clermont County is covered by forest. To address the 
infestation in FY 2012, APHIS provided funds through a cooperative 
agreement to the Ohio Department of Agriculture (ODA) to hire personnel to 
conduct delimiting survey activities. APHIS projects to complete 
delimitation by the end of FY 2016. Completing delimiting surveys is 
essential to ensuring that all infested trees are found and removed and 
that the treatment and regulated areas are accurately defined. In 
addition, the program entered into a tree removal contract to remove trees 
in infested areas and a chemical treatment contract to treat exposed 
trees. APHIS is regulatLng approximately 61 square miles. At the end of 
FY 2012, the program had inspected approximately 204,000 trees, found 
8,918 infested trees, and removed 8,781 infested trees. In FY 2013, the 
aDA is continuing delimitation activities. In addition, the program will 
continue removing infested trees and replantJng trees, as well as applying 
preventative treatments to healthy trees in Monroe Township and Stonelick 
Township. 

APHIS also continued working to eliminate the European grapevine 
moth (EGVM) from California, using $10.4 million in CCC funds and 
approximately $835,000 from the Specialty Crop Pests line item. EGVM is a 
significant pest of grapes and other specialty crops including stone 
fruit. APHIS has worked collaboratively with California's Department of 
Food and Agriculture, counties, extension service, and the industry to 
successfully work towards the eradication of EGVM. The program consists 
of intensive survey efforts to identify affected areas, regulatory 
compliance activities to prevent the artificial spread of the pest, and an 
outreach program to coordinate with industry groups, affected growers, and 
reside~ts. In calendar year 2012, following successful eradication 
activities and a year of intensive trappi~g with no detections l APHIS 
released nine of the ten counties that were quarantined because of EGVM. 
The program will continue intensive eradication efforts in the remaining 
affected Napa coun~y. 

In FY 2012, APHIS also continued addressing the giant African snail 
(GAS) in affected residential areas of Miami, Florida, using $1.5 million 
from the Agency's contingency fu~d. GAS can affect at least 500 types of 
plants, including fruit and vegetable crops and nursery stock, and cause 
structural damage to buildings by eating plaster and stucco to find the 
calcium required to grow its large shell. Of the more than 1,500 
nurseries in Miami-Dade County, approximately 250 are in the immediate 
area affected by GAS. .:::t has not, however, been found in agricultural 
production areas. In FY 2012, APHIS and the Florida Department of 
Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS) carried out extensive survey and 
eradication activities through removal and treatment of snails from 
infested areas. In addition, APHIS and FDACS created an extensive 
outreach campaign in the Miami area that included a helpline, 



232

publications! industry meetings! media interviews, newspaper 
advertisements, billboards, and social media networking sites, all of 
which alerted the public of a toll-free telephone number to report 
possible snail sightings. Due to the positive response from the social 
media networking sites such as Facebook and Twitter, additional detections 
have been reported. At the end of FY 2012 1 17 of the 20 known 
infestations had been reported by the public. APHIS continues to 
coordinate with the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) 
regarding GAS and its potential public health risk. In October 2012, the 
CDC confirmed that four GAS collected in a regulated area of Miami were 
positive for rat lungworm (Angiostrongylus cantonensis), whic~ can cause 
meningitis. This is a parasite of rats but is passed to snails when a 
snail eats infected rat droppings. However, meningitis in humans caused 
by GAS is rare and, to date, no suspect cases of meningitis have been 
reported in Miami-Dade County. APHIS has also conducted outreach with 
public health departments within :-1iami-Dade County and surrounding 
counties. Noce: FY 2012 data for EGVM reflects updated information from 
data available at the time of the Agricultural Secretary's hearing on the 
FY 2014 budget. 

INDEMNITY AND COMPENSATION FONDS 

Mr. Aderholt: Were any indemnity funds used in fiscal years 2010 
through 2013 to date? 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 

APHIS INDEMNITY AND COMPENSATION OBLIGATIONS 

FY 2013 
(as of 

April 18, 
Disease Program FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 2013 

Plum Pox $58,127 $33,662 $79,337 0 

BSE 0 0 19,913 0 

Brucellosis 28,381 10,138 14,408 $1,330 

Chronic Wasting Disease 53,248 150,967 0 0 

Avian Influenza ],137,162 696,322 90,390 7,392 

Pseudorabies l30 2,096 15,455 0 

Scrapie 1n,651 138,178 64,135 13,880 

Tuberculosis 2,980,579 ],182,339 2,633,944 577,574 

Total $4,379,278 $2,213,702 $2,9l7,582 $600,176 

Mr. Aderholt: What is the current status of the APHIS Contingency 
Fund? 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:l 
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APHIS CONTINGENCY FUND 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

Availabili ty: 

Total Balance Carried Forward from FY 2012 

FY 2013 Appropriation 

FY 2013 Availability 

FY 2013 Releases as of April 18, 2013: 

Feral Swine 

Current Available Balance 

$3,043 

1,384 

$4,427 

$1,000 

$3,427 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update a table listing all funding 
expenditures from the Contingency Fund, to include fiscal years 2009 
through 2013 to date and estimates for FY 2014. 

Response: The information on APHIS Contingency Fund obligations is 
submitted for the record. 

[The information fol1ows:1 

FY 2013 
FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 Estimated 

Program 
Actual Actual Actual Actual (through) 

04/18/13) 

Cattle Fever $383 0 0 0 0 
Tick 

Contagious 
Equine 378 $108 0 a 0 
Metritis 

Feral Swine 0 0 0 0 $559 

European 
Grapevine 0 3,098 0 0 0 
Moth 

Giant 
African 

0 0 0 $1,500 0 Land 
Snail 

Total $761 $3,206 $0 $1,500 $559 

Because APHIS uses its contingency fund for unplanned, small scale 
emergencies that occur during the f~scal year, we cannot predict 
obligations for FY 2014. 

Mr. Aderholt: Provide a five-year table that shows the projected 
revenue for import/export user fees and the projected revenue [or 
veterinary diagnostic user fees including fiscal year 2013 estimates. 

Response! The information is submitted for the record. 
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[The information follows;] 

ESTIMATED USER E'EE REVENUE 
FYs 2012-2015 

(Dollars in Millions) 

FY 2012 FY 2013 E'Y 2014 E'Y 2015 FY 2016 
Actual Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate 

Import/Export 
User Fees 
(includes Animal 

$42.8 $42.8 $42.9 $43.0 $43.1 
Import Centers in 
Newburgh and 
Miami) 
Veterinary 
Diagnostics User $4.3 $5.7 $5.8 $5.9 $6.1 
E'ees 

Mr. Aderholt; Please provide a table showing how much APHIS spent 
in foreign countries to include fiscal years 2010 through estimated 2014. 

Response: The information is submitted. 

The information provided includes APHIS appropriated and user fee spending 
in foreign countries. Please note this table does not include spending 
from other funding sources (e.g., reimbursable agreements, trust funds, 
etc. ) 

[The information follows;] 
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Region Country FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 

Africa Egypt $674,658 $416,456 $310,248 $460,000 $500,000 

Senegal 1,161,157 1,015,306 559,089 350,000 350,000 

South lUrica 983,739 455,992 503,089 570,000 620,000 

Other 93,200 ° ° ° 100,000 
Asia/Pacific Australla 76,485 ° ° ° ° Burma 199,883 117,707 31,134 ° ° Cambodia 223,974 128,262 40,664 ° ° China 492,951 763,116 1,319,385 1,460,000 1,460,000 

India 327,000 401,687 651,155 460,000 460,000 
Indonesia 431,734 237,316 11,534 ° ° Japan 572,313 839,040 967,769 980,000 980,000 

Laos 199,706 136,713 41,339 ° 0 
Philippines 404,493 489,834 506,119 480,000 480,000 
South Korea 406,357 430,255 422,494 430,000 430,000 

Taiwan 440,871 419,566 434,376 400,000 400,000 
Thailand 570,780 513,916 619,937 550,000 550,000 

Other 441,593 ° ° ° ° Caribbean Dominican Republic 3,232, 'J88 2,157,327 1,497,905 810,000 8l0,000 

Haiti 502,978 400,000 315,152 ° ° Trinidad 73,488 100,000 l77,164 150,000 150,000 
Central America Belize 720,999 251,288 101,073 160,000 160,000 

Costa Rica 1,043,047 847,196 747,541 570,000 600,000 

Guatemala 23,998,619 23,230,564 26,651,941 23,700,000 24,000,000 

Honduras 278,711 90,019 101,951 110,000 150,000 

Nicaragua 744,838 456,740 258,075 ° ° Panama 21,844,822 19,623,945 15,1F7,161 15,100,000 15,100,000 
Europe Austria 677,934 651,441 692,099 310,000 310,000 

I3elgium 748,419 1,320,578 1,412,678 1,530,000 1,530,000 

France 303,245 394,514 257,417 250,000 250,000 
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Region Country FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 

Italy 588,479 549,782 523,333 670,000 670,000 
Other 141,376 208,879 394,489 150,000 150,000 

North America Canada 685,876 573,488 353,788 170,000 170,000 
Mexico 13,500,553 11,988,075 7,497,365 7,770,000 8,000,000 

South America Argent ina 462,448 348,246 334,210 340,000 200,000 
Bolivia 76,48~ 201,067 290,839 150,000 150,000 

Brazil 984,854 1,523,272 967,717 700,000 725,000 
Chile 801,854 848,353 543,198 420,000 500,000 

Colombia 1,397,869 1,390,716 1,561,906 1,100,000 1,350,000 
Ecuador 176,485 236,851 190,352 150,000 175,000 

Peru 76,485 36,691 597,754 570,000 420,000 
Uruguay 76,485 5,242 152,286 220,000 225,000 

Venezuela 176,485 208,994 20,476 ° 0 

Total $81,016,516 $74,008,434 $67,236,267 $61,240,000 $62,125,000 

Note: APHIS correct:ed FY 2010 spending tn the Dominican Republic from what was shown in t.his table in 
previous years (spending in Haiti was tracked with spending in the Dominican Republic and was previously 
shown on both lines/counted twice). Additionally, the FY 2011 amount reported for Colombia last year 
omitted spending for a risk assessment laboratory, which is added in this table. FY 2013 and FY 2014 
figures reflect updated estimates based on FY 2013 enacted. 
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RABIES 

Mr. Aderholt: What is the status of the national rabies management 
plan? How much did the Agency spend in FY 2012 and estimated expenditures 
for fiscal years 2013 and 2014 for this program? 

Response: The National Rabies Management Program (NRMP), which is 
linked to the North American Rabies Management Plan, focuses on three 
broad goals: enhancing the coordination of rabies surveillance, management 
and preventing further spread; and, eliminating rabies virus variants in 
terrestrial carnivores. APHIS and cooperators have made significant 
progress toward meeting these goals. The NRMP distributes oral rabies 
vaccination baits in more than 15 States. Using a coordinated, strategic 
application of oral rabies vaccine, along with other rabies control 
measures, we have eliminated rabies in coyoles and are on the verge of 
eliminating rabies in gray faxes in Texas. In addition, there has been no 
case of canine rabies in the United States since 2004, and no appreciable 
spread of raccoon rabies toward the western United States or north into 
Canada. APHIS continues to prevent the westward spread of raccoon rabies 
by managing a vaccination zone from Maine to Alabama. To increase the 
likelihood of eliminating raccoon rabies, we are continuing to pursue new 
vaccine-bait combinations. APHIS is conducting field trials on a new oral 
rabies vaccine in five States to evaluate if substantial increases in 
rabies immunity in the raccoon population will occ~r. In FY 2012, APHIS 
spent approximately $23.8 million for national rabies control and 
surveillance. APHIS plans to spend approximately $22.9 million in FY 2013 
and $23 million i~ FY 2014. 

Mr. Aderholt: What rabies management programs, activities or 
locations will be reduced or eliminated in fiscal year 2013 and 2014, if 
any? What is the risk associated with such changes in the program? 

Response: Program decisions are based on sound scientific research 
as well as a number of other factors such as the national strategic value 
of oral rabies vaccination (ORV) in a specific State, rabies activitYI 
ecology, and funding history. The program reductions in FY 2013 are 
specific to States outside of the national ORV zone that is not central to 
the national effort to stop the spread of raccoon rabies. For FY 2013, 
rabies activities have been reduced by approximately $900,000. APHIS will 
work with the impacted States to provide service on a reimbursable basis. 
APHIS will continue to focus efforts on maintaining the integrity of 
current rabies barrier zones. We are not proposing a funding cha~ge for 
rabies for FY 2014. 

Mr. Aderholt: What additio~al efforts are conducted by APHIS to 
control the spread of wildlife rabies? 

Response: APHIS conducts oral rabies vaccination (ORV) campaigns in 
defined zones to protect public health by worki~g to eliminate and prevent 
the spread of rabies in wildlife. Our efforts reduce significant costs 
associated with living with rabies. O~r goal is to continue to contain 
rabies outbreaks and to maintain the rabies-free status that has been 
achieved for canine rabies in coyotes and gray foxes in Texas through the 
continued application of strategic ORV. In addition to these 
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accomplishments, we have prevented spread of raccoo~ rabies toward the 
western United States or north into Canada. 
Currently, we are working with the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention to expand the use of a rapid rabies diagnostic f~eld procedure 
that allows us to diagnose rabies in the field in one hour. In addition, 
the National Rabies Management Program ~s conducting collaborative field 
trials of an oral rabies vaccine (ONRAB). The ONRAB vaccine could 
increase the rabies immunity of raccoons ir. the United States, and provide 
a more cost efficient mechanism for preventing the spread of rabies. 

APHIS relies on the international collaborative rabies management 
framework, established through ~he North American Rabies Management Plan. 
Partners to this plan include the United States, Canada, Mexico, and the 
Navajo Nation. The plan involves coordination with surveillance 
activities, control programs, vaccine development, and field trials. 
APHIS and Canadian provincial and federal agencies have coordinated rabies 
surveillance and control in raccoons along the border to monitor and 
ensure program effectiveness. 

EMERGENCIES 

Mr. Aderholt: 
years 2011 and 2012? 
transferred from CCC? 

How was USDA's emergency authority used in fiscal 
How much did USDA use for each i<1cidence and was it 

Response: All emergency transfers to APHIS were from the Commodity 
Credit Corporation (CCe). Amounts available and used for each incident 
are submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:} 

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION ,UNDING 
(Dollars in thousands) 

FY 2011 FY 2012 

Program * 
CCC FY 2011 CCC FY 2012 

Releases/ Obligations Releases/ Obligations 
Redirections Redirections 

Asian Longhorned 
$0 $:'8,356 $14,294 $10,385 Beetle 

Bovine Tuberculosis 1,760 1,606 

Cattle Fever Tick 56 34 

Chronic Wasting Di sease 
(Redirection to the 

-1,000 Asian Longhorned 
Beetle program) 

Emerald Ash Borer 122 

European Grapevine Moth 16,922 14,327 8,000 10,364 
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FY 2011 FY 2012 
CCC FY 2011 CCC FY 2012 

* Program Releases/ Obligations Releases! Obligations 
Redirections Redirections 

Grasshopper 0 322 0 246 

Llght Brown Apple Moth 0 5,702 0 1,922 

Mormon Cricket 0 78 0 3 

Potato Cyst Nematode 0 232 0 0 

Redirection from 
existing CCC -6,000 ° 0 0 
balances 

TOTAL $,0,922 $40,955 $21,294 $24,560 

* Please note that balances were available from CCC transfers prior to FY 
2011. 

Mr. Aderholt: For ecc funds approved for APHIS emergencies, what 
were the carryover amounts i~to fiscal years 2011 and 2012? 

Response: Of the CCC funds approved for APHIS emergencies in FY 
2010 (including ecc releases in prior years), APHIS obligated $54.68 
million and carried over $45.36 million into FY 2011. 

In FY 2011, APHIS received a new cee transfer of $10.92 million. Of 
the CCC funds approved for APHIS emerge~cies in FY 2011 (including CCC 
releases in prior years), APHIS obligated $40.96 million and carried over 
$21.17 nillion into FY 2012. The carryover into FY 2012 includes an 
additional $5.84 ~ililon in account recoveries from prior year 
deobligations. 

Mr. Aderholt: Has the agency requested any funds from the CCC for 
emergency purposes in fiscal year 2013 to date? 1£ SO, for what programs? 
What was the amount of the request? Have the funds been apportioned? 

Response: As of April 18, 20]3, APHIS has not requested approval 
for any new CCC requests for FY 2013. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table that shows a breakout of the 
number of emergencies that occurred, as well as the amount of both agency 
and CCC funds that were used ~o combat the e~ergency to include fiscal 
years 20:0 throuqh 2012 and fiscal year 2013 estimates. Please include a 
total column. 

Response: The information 1s submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 
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ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE 

EMERGENCY PROGRAM FUNDING 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

Fiscal 
Year 

Emergency APHIS Funds CCC Funds Total 

Program Contingency 
Sub-Total 

Funds Funds 

2010 Asian Longhorned Beetle $33,021 0 $33,021 $41,451 $74,472 

Contagious Equine Metritis $144 144 0 144 

European Grapevine Moth 0 3,100 3,100 0 3,100 

Grasshopper 5,578 0 5,578 10,735 16,313 

Redirected Balances 0 0 0 -16,070 -16,070 

2010 Total $38,599 $3,244 $41,843 $36,116 $77,959 

2011 European Grapevine Moth 0 0 0 $16,922 $16,922 

Redirected Balances 0 0 0 -6,000 -6,000 

2011 Total 0 0 0 $10,922 $10,922 

2012 Asian Longhorned Bee~le $39,667 ° $39,667 $13,294 $53,961 

European Grapevine Moth 0 0 ° 8,000 8,000 

Giant African Snail ° $1,500 $1,500 0 1,500 

2012 Total $39,667 $1,500 $41,167 $21,294 $63,461 

2013 As of April 18, 2013 0 0 0 0 0 

2013 Total ° 0 0 0 0 
'--



241

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table for the record showing all APHIS 
line items that have proposed increases for fiscal year 2014 that were funded 
out of the CCC in fiscal years 2012 or 2013 and the corresponding funding 
amounts. 

Response: APHIS is proposing an increase in FY 2014 for two programs 
that received emergency funding from the Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) 
in FY 2012: Asian longhorned beetle and European grapevine moth. A?HIS has 
received no CCC funding in FY 2013. 

Emergency Funding for Programs 
Requesting an Increase in FY 2014 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide for the record a copy of the transmittal 
letters to the Committee on the fiscal years 2010 through 2012 transfers from 
the ecc to APHIS to combat emergency pest and disease outbreaks. 

Response: APHIS reports this information each year in its budget 
request (Explanatory Notes). A summary of funding transfers for FY 2011 
through FY 2012 is as follows. 

[The information is submitted for the record.l 

FY 

FY 

FY 

2010 

Asian 

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 
TRANSFER SUMMARY 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

New Funding Transfers: 

Longhorn Beetle 

Grasshopper 

* Tota; 

2011 New FundiOlg l'ransfers: 

European Grapevine Moth 

* Total 

2012 New Funding Transfers: 

Asian Longhorn Beetle 

European Grapevine Mot:h 

* Total 

$27,881 

8,235 

$36,116 

$10,922 
$]0,922 

$13,294 

8,000 

$21,294 

*The table lDcludes new emergency fundlng transfer amounts for each 
fiscal year only and does not include redirected, unobligated balances 
carried over from prior years. APHIS redirec~ed prior, unobligated 
balances to the programs listed above as follows: $16 mi]lion in FY 
2010; $6 million in FY 2011; and $1 million in FY 2012. 
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Mr. Aderholt: Regarding fiscal year 2013 transfers from the CCC to 
APHIS to combat emergency pest and disease outbreaks, how much has the Agency 
requested from the Department? How much has the Department requested from 
ONB? How much has OMB apportioned? 

Response: As of April 18, 2013, APH:S has not requested approval for 
any new transfers from the Commodity Credit Corporation for FY 2013. 

Mr. Aderholt: For the record, provide a five-year history of funds 
that have come from the CCC for emergency outbreaks, and into two categories: 
(1) expenditures to combat pest and/or disease outbreaks that are indigenous 
to the United States, and (2) expenditures that have been made to combat pest 
and/or disease outbreaks that have been \\imported" to the U.S. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 

Fiscal 

Year 

2008 

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE 
EMERGENCY PROGRAM OBLIGATIONS 

(Jollars in Thousands) 

Emergency Indigenous Imported 

Asian Longhorned Beetle $764 

Avian Influenza 127 

Belgian Sheep 

Cattle Fever Tick $4,082 

Citrus Canker 7,260 

Emerald Ash Borer 9,128 

Exotic Newcastle Disease 63 

GlassY-\;linged Sharpshooter 252 

infectious Salmon Aneffiia 32 

Light Brown Apple Moth 34,467 

Mediterranean Fr~it Fly 1,275 

Mexican Fruit Fly 584 

Mormon Cricket 1,339 

PLum Pox 243 

Total 

Obligations 

al 
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Fiscal 

Year 

2008 

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE 
EMERGENCY PROGRAM OBLIGATIONS 

(DolLars in Thousands) 

Emergency Indigenous Imported 

Potato Cyst Nematode 9,710 

Pseudorabies 91 

Rabies 272 

Spring Viremia of Carp 50 

Sudden Oak Death 1,388 

Tuberculosis 42,998 

Total $48,419 $65,713 

Avian Influenza 402 

Cattle Fever Tick $4,768 

Citrus Canker 29 

Emerald Ash Borer 3,313 

Exotic Newcastle Disease 25 

Glassy-winged Sharpshooter 252 

Infectious Salmon Anemia 30 

Light Brown Apple Moth 26,210 

Mediterranean Fruit Fly 188 

Mexican Fruit Fly 143 

~ormon Cricket 1,641 

Potato Cyst Nematode 2,080 

Tuberculosis 8,2l5 

Total 

Total 

Obligations 

al 

$114,132 
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Fiscal 

Year 

2010 

ANIMAL AND PI,ANT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE 
EMERGENCY PROGRAM OBLIGATIONS 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

Emergency Indigenous :Lmported 

Asian Longhorned Beetle $24,809 

Cattle Fever Tick $751 

Grasshopper 4,207 

Light Brown Apple Moth 22,068 

Mediterranean Fruit Fly 243 

Potato Cyst Nematode :38 

Tuberculosis 2,462 

Total $7,420 $47,258 

20il Asian Longhorned Beetle $18,3S6 

Cattle Fever Tick $56 

Emerald Ash Borer 122 

European Grapevine Moth 14,327 

Grass~opper 322 

Light Brown Apple Moth 5,702 

Mor:non Cricket 78 

Potato Cyst Nematode 232 

Tuberculosis 1,760 

Total 

Total 
Obligations 

a/ 

$54,678 
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Fiscal 

Year 

2012 

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE 
EMERGENCY PROGRAM OBLIGATIONS 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

Emergency Indigenous Imported 

Asian Longhorned Beetle $10,385 

Cattle Fever Tick $34 

European Grapevine Moth 10,364 

Grasshopper 246 

Light Brown Apple Moth 1,922 

Mormon Cricket 3 

Tuberculosis 1,606 

Total $1,889 $22,671 

Total 

Obligations 

a/ 

$24,560 

a/ Please note that prior year balances were available in some cases. 

CHRONIC WAST~NG DISEASE 

Mr. Aderholt: What is APHIS doing to cOIT,bat chronic wasting disease 
(CWD) in farmed cervid populations? What is the Agency's involvement with 
CWD in wild cervid populations? 

Response: In June 2012, APHIS published an interim final rule that 
established a voluntary national chronic wasting disease (CWD) herd 
certification program (HCP) and interstate movement requirements to assist 
States, Tribes, and the cervid industry ia controlli~g CWO in farmed ce~vids 
in the United States. The national CWD Her will help control the spread of 
this disease by allowing the interstate ~ovement of cervids only from 
certified low-risk herds. This activi~y supports the growing cervid industry 
in the United States and complements existing State CWD herd certification 
programs. 

Specific to wild cervid populations, APHIS' CWD interim final rule 
provides minimum requirements for in~erstate movement of farmed and cap~ured 
wild cervids. Cervids captured from a free-rar:ging wild popUlation for the 
purpose of interstate movement and release must be from a source population 
that has been documented to be low-risk for CWD. This determination is based 
on having a surveillance program for wild cervids that is approved by the 
receiving State and APHIS. These efforts are aimed at reducing the risk of 
CWD spread between States and disease transmission between wild and farwed 
cervids. 
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Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a five year history for APHIS efforts in 
support of CWO in cervid populations? 

Response: Between FY 2008 and FY 2011 1 APHIS' chronic wasting disease 
(CWO) program focused on conducting testing of farmed cervids f epidemiology 
investigations for positive facilities, and providing indemnity funding for 
the testing, appraisal, depopulation, and disposal of positive animals~ 
APHIS supported State and Tribal CWO surveillance and control activities. 
Additional~y, APHIS' National Wildlife Research Center developed new 
diagnostic test mettods and decontamination methods. APHIS spent 
approximately $14.0 - $17.0 million annually in support of these activities. 

In FY 2012, APHIS reduced program activity levels considerably. 
Funding for indemnity payments, cooperative agreements to States and Tribes 
for surveillance, and research was eliminated from the budget. runding for 
CWD testing of farmed cervids was also eliminated; therefore, cervid 
prod~cers now are responsible for those testing costs. States are 
responsible for management of CWO positive, suspect, and exposed herds. In 
June 2012, APHIS published the CWD interim final rule that established the 
voluntary CWO he~d certification program and interstate movement 
requirements. Since APHIS began implementing the rule in December 2012, the 
Agency approves continued enro~lment of participating States and cervid 
producers in the national herd certification program and national reporting 
of certified herds. In FY 2012, APHIS spent approximately $1.9 ~illion on 
acti vi ties related to CWD, a:1d plans to spend approximate] y $1.0 IT:illion in 
FY 2013. 

Mr. Aderholt: What are some of the arguments used against the 
provisions or policies established in the Ju~e 2012 interim final rule 
covering the voluntary herd certification program (HCP) and how does APHIS 
respond to those criticisms? 

Response: The CWD interim final rule establishing a voluntary national 
chronic wasting disease (CWO) herd certification program (HCP), published in 
June 2012, has elicited three primary concerns from stakeholders: APHIS' 
existing preemption policy, current funding levels, and the existing program 
standards that accompany the rule. 

The interim final rule set mininun requirements for the interstate 
movement of farmed and wild cervids but does not preempt State or local laws 
or regulations that are ~ore restrictive, with the exceptio:1 of State 
regulations that prohibit the transi~ of cervids moving interstate. APHIS 
requested public comments on this policy decision in June 2012. The Agency 
is reviewing public commen~s and will address preemption concerns when we 
finalize the interim rule. 

To address concerns regarding Federal funding reductions for CWD 
indemnity, APHIS has been working with States, who also have authority over 
CWD-positive herds, to find alternative solutions for marketing animals from 
CWD-positive herds to co~trol the spread of disease while reducir.g the 
business impact on herd owners. 

Finally, APHIS is aware there are concerns over the existing program 
standards, which provide guidance for implementation of the CWO rule. 
Because there is a range of technical concerns and stakeholder priorities, 
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APHIS has convened a working group of State, industry, and Federal 
representatives to review and revise this accompanying document. 

Mr. Aderholt: How does APHIS plan to deal WiLh the issue in fiscal 
years 2013 and 20l4? 

Response: With the regulatory framework in place and current funding 
allocations, APHIS activi~ies will be able to approve continued enrollment of 
participating States and cervid producers in the national herd certification 
program (HCP) and national reporting of certified herds. The success of the 
voluntary Hep is based upon cooperation and shared responsibility among the 
Federal government and State and local interests. Currently, 30 States have 
applied to participate in the national CWD program. APHIS continues to 
review and approve these applicatio~s. 

Mr. Aderholt: If the Agency provides little to no support for this 
disease, what contingencies are in place to deal with the issue? 

Response: Since Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD) is endemic in the wild, 
State and local governments are better positioned to take a more active role 
and to better anticipate and plan for local or regional needs for the 
prevention and control of CWD. APHIS will continue to support confirmatory 
testing of presumptive eWD cases with routine testing costs at producers' 
expense. APHIS will also continue to oversee the Herd Certification Program. 
Specifically, the Agency will approve State applications and conduct periodic 
Sta":e reviews to ensure compliance and will serve in an advisory capacity. 
This program is volu!l.tarYI and producers can participate if they perceive it 
to be beneficial to their businesses. 

In the event of additional CWD cases in farmed cervids, APHIS will 
continue to provide advice and collaboration for States and industry to 
manage these cases. 

SCRAPIE 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the latest status of APHIS' efforts to 
reduce andlor eradicate classical scrapie from the United States? What 
resources are planned for this program in fiscal years 2013 and 2014? 

Response: The National Scrapie Eradication Program focuses on seven 
primary areas: education and prevention, sheep and goat identification and 
compliance, surveillance, tracing and testing positive and exposed animals, 
cleanup of infected and source ~locks ~hrough genetic testing and 
indemnification of susceptible exposed animals, moni~oring of previously 
infected and exposed fiocks l and the Scrapie Free Flock Certification Program 
(SFCP) • 

APHIS and cooperators have made great progress in reducing the 
prevalence of scrapie. Since 2003, APHIS has collected samples from 373,529 
sheep and goats from nearly all establishments in the program that slaughter 
significant numbers of mature sheep. The percentage of cull sheep sampled at 
slaughter that test positive for scrapie has decreased 95 percent since 
slaughter surveillance began in FY 2003. Also, 34,443 sheep and goats have 
been tested on-farm since 2002. The Lumber of newly identified 
infected/source flocks decreased by 47 percenl in FY 20:L2 compared to FY 
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2011. As of April 18, 2013, only four new infected/source flocks have been 
identified this fiscal year. 

APHIS assists owners of infected and exposed flocks with clean-up 
efforts by providing testing and indemnity for scrapie-susceptible exposed 
animals in these flocks. In FY 2012, the Agency assisted approximately 23 
owners and provided more than 3 million eartags to producers as part of the 
scrapie program. APHIS also collaborates with industry to distribute 
educational materials to producers, markets, and veterinarians on recognizing 
infected animals, identification requirements, genetic testing, and flock 
cleanup. 

APHIS reviewed five State scrapie programs in FY 2012 to ensure that 
the States met the requirements to remain scrapie-consistent States. The 
reviews resulted in improvements in program implementation. APHIS and the 
States cooperatively administer the National Scrapie Eradicatio~ Program and 
the SFCP. The SFCP provides sheep and goat producers an avenue by which they 
can demonstrate disease freedom in their flocks and herds. This program also 
allows U.S. producers to meet the requirements to export sheep and goats to 
other countries. Currently there are 1,182 participat~ng flocks and herds in 
the SFCP. In FY 2013 and FY 2014, APHIS plans to spend approximately $13.8 
million on scrapie activities. 

CARRYOVER AMOUNTS 

Mr. Aderholt: For each APHIS program with extended availability of 
funds, what were the carryover amounts from fiscal year 2010 through 2011, 
from fiscal year 2011 into 2012, and from fiscal year 2012 ir.to 20137 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE 
ESTIMATED PROJECTED CARRYOVER OF FUNDING 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

Carryover Carryover Carryover 
Line Item - Program into into into 

FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 
Animal Health Technical 

$10,369 S4,558 $2,347 
Services ,j 

APHIS Information 
Technology 106 173 104 
Infrastructure 

Avian Health 20,275 22,210 12,372 

Cotton Pests 1,417 1,663 1,888 

Cattle Health bj 5,707 2,290 91 

Equine, Cervid & Small 
3,618 4,543 

Ruminant". Health ,I 4,403 

Field Crop & Rangeland 
Ecosystem Pests 

1,805 2,185 2,212 

Carryover 
into 

FY 2013 

$4,877 

170 

12,290 

630 

502 

2,890 

2,401 
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Carryover Carryover Carryover Carryover 
Line I terr. - Program into into into into 

FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 

National Veterinary 
5,129 3,945 3,184 2,924 

Stockpile 

Specialty Crop Pests 29,005 14,279 13,659 13,589 

Tree & Wood Pests : 9,497 29,217 29,998 10,663 

Wildlife Service 
217 5 217 21 

Methods Development 

Wildlife Damage 
Management 

708 588 607 631 

TOTAL $97,853 $85,656 $71,082 $51,588 

" Avallable for Anlmal Dlsease Traceab.lllty 
b! Available for Screwworm 
c! Available for Scrapie inderr.nities only 

OIG AUD~?S 

Mr. Aderholt: What improvements is APHIS making in response to 
deficiencies noted by the OIG audits of the program? 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

OIG REPORT # 

33002-04-SF 

APHIS ACTIONS TO ADDRESS OIG AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS 

AUDIT TITLE AND AGENCY ACTIONS 

Animal Care Inspection of Problematic Dealers 

The OIG issued the audit report on May 14, 2010, with 
14 recommendations that focused on ensuring dealer 
compliance and preventing large breeders from 
circumventing Animal Welfare Act (AWA) requirements. 
APHIS had previously reported t.hat 13 of the 
recommendations have been implemented and 1 is pending 
implemen"':ation based on approval of the proposed rule 
titled, "Animal Welfare: Retail Pet Stores and 
Licensing Exemptions U that will address this 
recommendation. 

APHIS has proposed regJlatory changes to the AWA to 
ensure that animals sold at retail, including animals 
sold over the internet, are monitored for cheir health 
and humane t~eatment. Breeders that sell over the 
internet are currently not monitored for their animals' 
overall health and humane treatment. APHIS published a 
proposed rule in the Federal Register on May 16, 2012. 
The Agency is reviewing rr..ore than 75,000 comments 
received and is making revisions to the final rule. 
When published, APHIS will work to bring new licensees 
into compliance with the AWA and is confident that the 
numerous actions that were implemented have led to 
increased standards of care, which will also apply to 
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OIG REPORT # 

33601-02-KC 

33601-0012-CH 

AUDIT TITLE AND AGENCY ACTIONS 

businesses newly regulated by the retail pet store 
rule. 

Oversight of Designated Qualified Persons Enforcing the 
Horse Protection Act 

The OIG issued the audit report on September 3, 2010, 
with 13 recommendations. APHIS had previously reported 
that 11 of the reco~~endations have been implemented 
and 2 are pending approval from the Office of the Chief 
Financial Officer. 

The Agency's increased presence at horse shows and 
horse-related events, modernizations to the 
regulations, use of new technologies and internal 
reviews of processes in place are all improving 
compliance. In 2012, APHIS tests of foreigr: substances 
samples more than doubled than in the prior year. 
These actio:r;.s are showing improvements in compliance. 
Recently, we analyzed the results of our presence at 
the 2012 Tennessee Walking Horse National Celebration, 
the breed's largest annual show. In collaboration with 
the industry's Designated Qualified Persons, APHIS 
inspected all 1,849 horses in attendance. Agency 
inspectors found an 18 percent reduction in violations 
from the prior year. The publication of a final rule 
in June 2012 requiring a minimum penalty protocol makes 
our enforcement more consistent. 

Effectiveness of the Smuggling, Interdiction, and Trade 
Compliance Unit 

The OIG issued the audit report in August 2012, and 
included 13 recommendations aimed at assessing the 
effectiveness of the Smuqgli~g Interdiction and Trade 
Compliance (SITC) program mission and strengthening 
accountability of program management. Of the 13 
recoffiIT,endations, APHIS has taken actions on 12, with 10 
closed through the Office of the Chief Financial 
Officer. AP~IS is developing plans on the remaining 
recommendation, with a targeted completion date of 
September 2013. 

To ensure SITC activities are focused on finding and 
mitigating significant plant and animal health risks 
not intercepted by Agriculture Quarantine Inspection 
(AQI) operations at ports of entry, APHIS developed and 
implemented guidance to aid SITC personnel in focusing 
on high-risk cOTIl.rnodities. APHIS has also revamped the 
program's s~pervisory structure and developed training 
and performance evaluation tools for new SITC 
supervisors. Additionally, APHIS made improvements to 
the SITC national database, including developing data 
integrity/quality control features and a module that 
assigns risk levels to co~erce sites. APHIS also 
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OIG REPORT # AUDIT TITLE AND AGENCY ACTIONS 

worked with Customs and Border Protection (CBP) -::0 
streamline the process ::or requesting that CBP officers 
target particular pathways for i!lspection. 

BOVINE SPONGIFORM ~NCEPHALOPATHY (BSE) 

Mr. Aderholt: What is the status of the activities associated with 
BSE, including the number of samples taken in fiscal years 2010 through 2012 
as well as estimates for fiscal years 2013 and 2014? Please inform the 
Subcormnittee on any recent policy changes with regard to this disease. 

Response: APHIS continues to conduct surveillance for bovine 
spongiform encephalopathy (8SE), focusing on animals that are greater than 30 
months of age with clinical signs associated with the central nervous system 
disease. APHIS tested 44,301 valid samples for BSE in FY 2010; 40,482 in FY 
2011; and 42,202 in FY 2012. 

In April 2012, APHIS received a report of an inconclusive BSE test 
result on a sample from a California rendering facility. After the sample 
was confirmed by APHIS' National Veterinary Services Laboratory as positive, 
APHIS and the State of California began an extensive epidemiological 
investigation of the dairy herd 0: oriqin (approximately 1,400 dairy cattle), 
offspring from the infected animal, and associated premises. ~o additional 
cases and no feed supplier irregularities were identified through the 
epidemiological investigation. It was determined this occurrence was an 
atypical (i.e., not a classical), case of BSE. Atypical ESE cases are rare, 
and are not generally associated with animals consuming in:ected feed. 
Additionally, the animal was never presented for slauqhter for ~uman 
consumption, so at no time was the U.S. food supply or human ~ealth at risk. 
The United States' longstanding system of interlocking safeg~ards against SSE 
continues to be effective. 

There have been no recent policy changes in the BSE Ongoing 
Surveillance Program. APHIS' BSE plans for FY 2013 and 2014 includes the 
collection of no less than 40,000 samples, with an anticipated outcome of 
meeting this qoal. This level of testing allows the detection of one case of 
BSE in one million adult cat~le with 95 percent confidence and far exceeds 
the standards set by the World OrgClnization for Animal Health. 

HOMELA~D SEC0RITY AND FOOD DEFENSE 

Mr. Aderholt: Please describe the genera] activities and dollars for 
APH1S' i~volvement in the area of Homeland Security and/or food defense. 
What is the total requested for select agents? 

Response: APHIS' FY 2014 budget request includes approximately $320.7 
million related to USDA's homela~d security and food and agriculture defense 
efforts. Included in the total amou~t is $236.9 million targeted at 
excluding and reduci~g poter.tial threats entering our borders through the 
Agency's Agricultural Quarantine Inspection (AQI) program and analyzing data 
streams regarding agricultural imports. The AQI program encompasses a 
variety of activities designed to address the agricultural pest risks that 
international travel and trade pose. 7hese activities Include developing 
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regulatory import policies to protect the health of U.S. agriculture a~d 
ecosystems: conducting off-shore risk reduction activities, such as foreign 
corrmodity preclearance programs for specific products; and, treating arriving 
conLainers and cargo, among others. The AQI program is funded by user fees 
and appropriations for certain activities. 

Also i~cluded in the total amount is 556.3 million related to 
protecting agriculture and food, and government =acilities. Activities 
include gathering and analyzing plant and animal health information, 
including zoonotic disease informa~ion, and assessing potential agricultural 
threats. This amount also includes $5 million for the select agents prograD. 
These activities are captured as portions of the animal health and plant 
heal th corrunodi ty line items, as well as the Emergency Preparedness and 
Response line item. APHIS also ensures continued mission operations and 
protection for employees. Funding for these activities is provided for in 
the Physical and Operational Security line item. 

Lastly, APHIS maintains a cadre of trained professionals prepared to 
respond i~IDediately to intentional and unintentional animal and plant health 
emergencies. Program personnel investigate reports of suspected exotic pests 
and diseases and take emergency action if necessary. APHIS also actively 
engages State, Tribal, and local governments, and industries to advance their 
emergency preparedness and response capabilities. Funding for these 
activities is 527.5 million of the total amount and can be found within the 
Veterinary Diagnostics, Emergency Preparedness and Response, and National 
Veterinary Stockpile line items. 

COMBATING INVASTVE SPECIES 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the Subcommittee with any new innovative 
methodologies used by APHIS to corobat invasive species? 

Response: APHIS uses a variety of approaches and tools to combat 
lnvasive species and continually works ~o refine and enhance its methods, 
while searching for methods that f':'t particular pes:: situations and meet the 
needs of farmers, including organic producers. APHIS also takes advantage of 
new technologies and works to build them into its prograrr:s. For example, 
APHIS is developing sophisticated, risk-based computer models to guide field 
activities and manage resources for its pest programs. APHIS has also 
expanded the use of traditional tools, such as detector dogs, to help find 
agricultural pests like snails and Asian longhorned beetle (rather than only 
detecting food items at ports of ent.ry) . 

O~e of the most innovative methods is the use 0: sterile insect 
teChnology (SIT)I which involves the release of sterile insects that mate 
with their wild counterparts and interrupt normal reproduction. APHIS first 
used SIT i~ combating and preventing outbreaks of the Mediterranean fruit fly 
(Medfly) in California and Florida and established Preventive Release 
Programs (PRPs) with State cooperators. In the PRP, sterile Medflies are 
released continually in areas that historically experienced Medfly outbreaks 
and numerous eradication operations. These efforts have proven very 
successful, with few outbreaks occurring in areas covered by the PRP. S~T is 
also used to eradicate outb~eaks of Medfly when they occur. APHIS has also 
developed SIT for the Mexican fruit fly, pink bollworm and screwworm. 
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Other innovative methods include the use of pheromones to disrupt 
pests' normal reproduction a:r..d population growth. For example, APHIS is 
successfully using mating disruption pheromones to help eradicate European 
grapevine moth and control gypsy moth. Another innovative and 
environmentally friendly control tool is Bacillus thuringiensis (Bt), a toxin 
used in the boll weevil eradicatio~ effort and for a variety of moth pests, 
including gypsy moth. APHIS also uses biological control, or the use of 
natural enemies, ~o control a variety of insects and weeds. APHIS is 
currently developing biological control programs for the Asian citrus psyllid 
and emerald ash borer, two destructive pests for which effective, long-term 
management tools do not currently exist. APHIS will continue to look for and 
develop new and innovative control methods for its invasive species programs. 

OVERSEAS OFFICES 

Mr. Aderholt: How often does APHIS re-evaluate missions to overseas 
offices? 

Response: APHIS evaluates overseas operations and post locations on an 
ongoing basis to make sure our resources are strategically located to reduce 
risks to U.S. agriculture and to facilitate safe agricultural trade. APHIS 
considers the needs rela~ed to trade facilitation, ongoing safeguarding 
programs, and Agency m~ssion and budget priorities when evaluating locations. 
In FY 2012, as pa~t of the Blueprir.t for Stronger Service, APHIS closed 
offices focused on avian influenza in Burma, Cambodia, Indonesia, and Laos 
after evaluating pathways through which avian influenza might enter the 
United States and determining that domestic surveillance and other domestic 
activities would be the most effective strategy to protect the health of U.S. 
poultry_ As APHIS analyzes ongoing priorities and related global dynamics 
and takes funding levels into account, the Agency decides to maintain or 
close existing offices or ope~ new offices. 

Mr. Aderholt: How does APHIS nake an~ual resource allocation decisions 
to overseas offices? Please ~ote any consideration of performance measures 
associated with this decision making process. 

Response: APHIS makes allocation decisions for its overseas offices 
based on the potential impact a trading partner may have on U.S. agricultural 
trade, ongoing safeguarding activities or concerns, workload of the office, 
presence of international organizations (for leveraging resources), and olher 
Federal priorjties and initiatives. Additional factors are the number of 
employees required to deliver the Agency's mission in a given 10caLion and 
the operating cost in each loca~ion where APHIS has an office. Top 
priorities for overseas offices include ope~ing and maintaining agricultural 
trade markets; facjlitating the release of U.S. shipments held up in foreign 
ports; and overseas collaboratLon with foreign governments on programs to 
~onitor and respond to potentially harmfG:. invasive species and diseases and 
prevent their spread to the Dnited States. APHIS considers all of these 
aspects to determine what resources are needed in each location. 

Mr. Aderholt: What factors does APHIS consider for both new and 
continuing overseas activities? Please note any consideration of performance 
measures associated with this decision ~aking process. 
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Response: APHIS considers factors such as how the post supports APHIS' 
mission (including trade facilitation, agricultural health safeguarding t and 
capacity building); how the post supports the larger U.S. Government's 
international priorities (including USDA's Feed the Future initiative, the 
State Department's Biosecurity Engagement Program, the Department 0= 
Defense's cooperative bioengagement program, and the African Growth and 
Opportunity Act); and logistical concerns such as safety and security. With 
Federal budget pressures increasing in the last several years, APHIS has 
focused on the highest-priority activities and locations and reduced presence 
in lower priority areas. For example, APHIS closed offices focused on avian 
influenza in four Asian countries while ensuring that robust resources remain 
in key locations such as Chi~a to facili~ate trade. APHIS also closed a 
laboratory office in Colombia focused on plant health risk assessments 
related to import requests because APHIS has adequate resources in the United 
States for this activity. These closures were part of the Blueprint for 
Stronger Service initiative. Additionally, APHIS transferred its sterile 
screwworm production facility in ~uxtla Gutierrez, Mexico, to the Mexican 
government. APHIS is focusing on producing sterile screwworm flies at the 
newer facility that is closer to the screwworm barrier in Panama, allowing 
for lower overall spendi~g on screwworm prevention activities overseas. 

INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing a complete breakout of 
the appropriated funds for informatio~ systerr,s acquisition and the purpose of 
the acquisition for fiscal years 2010 ~hrough 2012 as wel~ as estimates for 
fiscal years 2013 and 2014. 

Response: The iGformation is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 

APHIS Information Technology Infrastr~cture Obligations 
by Purpose/Category 

FY 2010 FY 2014 
(Dollars in Thousa~ds) 

FY 2013 
Purpose FY 20:0 FY 2011 FY 2012 (Est. ) 

Hardware Acquisitions $293 $338 $681 $425 

Hardware Maintenance 1,706 1,785 231 244 

Software Acquisitions 365 267 366 376 

Software Maintenance 2,049 2,256 3,216 3,080 

Cloud Computing 0 0 0 0 

Tota~5 $4,413 $4,646 $4,494 $4,125 

FY 2014 
(Est. ) 

$380 

205 

380 

3,105 

265 

$4,335 

The APHIS Information Technology Infrastructure program provides funding for 
the hardware, software (including licens1ng and supports costs) and 
teleco~munications infrastructure ~hat gives Agency employees office 
automation tools, Internet access and access to mission-critical programs and 
administrative applications. The proqram supports the stable a~d secure 
information infrastructure for those mission-critical applications and the 
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day-to-day business of APHIS. APHIS has been able to maintain the same level 
of infrastructure, at a reduced cost, due to the retirement of a server 
operating system, and the transition ~o a new email platform. A similar level 
of funding is anticipated in future years to maintain current levels of 
licensing and maintenance. 

ANIMAL AND PLAN~ HEALTH REGOLATORY ENFORCEMENT 

Mr. Aderholt: How many animal and plant health regulatory enforcenent 
violation cases are pending at 'Che agency? How many cases did APHIS close or 
complete in FY 2012 and FY 20137 

Response: A?HIS currently holds 553 open investigations involving 
alleged violations of ani~al and plant health regulatory provisions, and 944 
non-investigated reports of violation involving animal and plant health 
regulatory provisions. A non-investigated report of violation contains 
adequa~e evidence to substantiate an enforcement action (generally an 
official warning or modest pre-litigation monetary penalty) wi'Chout the need 
for a full investigatio~. 

APHIS closed 4,186 cases against alleged violators of animal and p:ant 
health laws in FY 2012. In FY 2013 (through April 18, 2013), APHIS has 
pursued enforcement action against 2,339 alleged violators of animal and 
plant health laws. 

Mr. Aderholt: How ~raining courses were provided in :iscal year 
2012 and planned for in year 2013 to increase foreign animal disease 
aware~ess, where were they cond~cted, what was the number in attendance, and 
what did they cost? 

Response: The information is submitted. 

[The info.:::mation follows:] 

FOREIGN ANIPillL DISEASE TRAINING COORSES PROVIDED BY APHIS 
FY 2012 

COURSE TIT~E 

Veterinary Laboratory 
Diagnostic Training 

Foreign Animal Jisease 
Diagnostician ~raining 
Cou.:::se for APHIS, State, 
and Milit:ary 
Veterinarians** 
Foreign Animal Disease 
Inspection Refresher 
Course 

LOCATION 

Foreign Animal Disease 
Diagnostic Laboratory, 
PluD [sland, New York 
=oreig~ Animal Disease 
Diagnostics 
Plum Island, New 

Nationa~ Veterinary 
Services laboratory, ~~es, 

Iowa, por~ions broadcasted 
from the Foreign Animal 
Disease Diagnostics 
Laboratory, Plum Island, 
New York 

NOMBF.R OF APHIS COST 
PARTICIPANTS a/ 

20 $39,666 

22 $43,936 

16 $9,159 
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COURSE TITLE 

Foreign Animal Disease 
Diagnos~ician Training 
Course for APH1S, State, 
and Military 
Veterinarians** 
Response to Emergency 
Ani~al Diseases in 
Wildlife 
Smith Kilborne Program, 
Cornell University bl 

Foreign Animal Disease 
Inspection Refresher 
Course 

FoYeign Animal Disease 
Diagnostician Training 
Course for APHIS, State, 
ar..d Military 
Veterinarians** 
Foreign Animal Disease 
Response Refresher 
Quarar..tinable Diseases 
Training 

LOCATION 

Foreign Animal Disease 
Diagnostics ~aboratorYI 
Plum Island, New York 

University of Georgia, 
Athens, Georgia 

ILhaca, New York, a~d 

Foreign Animal Disease 
Diagnostics Laboratory, 
Plum Island, New York 
Na~ional Ve~erinary 

Serv~ces Laboratory, Ames, 
Iowa, broadcasted from the 
Foreign Animal Disease 
Diagnostics Laboratory, 
Plum Island, New York 
Foreign Animal Disease 
Diagnostics Laboratory, 
Plum Island, New York 

PJllflan, Washington 

Lima! Peru 

NUMBER OF APHIS COST 
PARTICIPANTS a/ 

25 547,010 

17 $1,572 

30 $88,258 

25 $9,481 

22 $48,151 

30 $ 9, 494 

28 $3,700 

**An Interagency Agreement was in place with the Department of Defense to 
send attendees to FADD courses sponsored by USJAJAPHIS. The to~al of this 
agreement reduced the cost of each FADD course by $28,666. 

af Unless noted otherwise, amoun~ does not include pa~ticipant travel 
expenses. 

bJ The amount for this course also includes participant trave:. 

COURSE TITLE 

Veterinary Laboratory 
Diagnostic Training 

Foreign Anima: Disease 
Diagnostician Training 
Course for APHIS, State, 
and Military 
Veterinarians** 

ES7IMATED FY 2013 

LOCATION 

Foreign Animal Disease 
Diagnostic Laboratory, 
Pl'J.!fl Island, New York 
Foreig~ Anima] Sisease 
Djagnosllcs LaboraLory, 
Plum Ts~and, New York 

NOMBER 0, APHIS COST 
PARTICIPANTS a/ 

29 $40,186 

30 $0 
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COURSE: TITLE: 

Foreign Animal Disease 
Inspectior. Refresher 
Course 

Area Foreign Animal 
Disease Diagnostician 
Response Refresher Course 
- Texas a~d Oklaho~a 
Area Foreign Animal 
~isease Diagnostician 
Response Refresher Course 
- Tennessee 
Wildlife Seminar for 
Emergency Animal Disease 
Prepa. 
Smith Kilborne Program, 
Cornell 0niversity* bl 

Foreign Animal Disease 
Inspection Refresher 
Course* 

Foreign Animal Disease 
Diagnostician Training 
Course for APHIS, State, 
and Military 
Veterinarians* 
Area Foreign Animal 
Disease Diagnostician 
Response Refresher Course 
- Michigan* 
Area Foreign Animal 
Disease Diagnost1cian 
Response Ref~esher Co~rse 
- Kansas* 
University of Tennessee 
Foreign Animal and 
Smerging Disease (FAED) 

LOCATION 

National Veterinary 
Services Laboratory, Ames l 

Iowa, portions broadcasted 
from the Foreign Animal 
Disease Diagnostics 
Laboratory, Plum :sland, 
New York 
Denton, Texas 

Nashville, Tennessee 

University of Georgia, 
Athens l Georgia 

Ithaca, New York, and 
Foreign Animal Disease 
Diagnostics Laboratory, 
P::"um Island, New York 
National Veterinary 
Services Laboratory, Ames, 
Iowa, broadcasted :rom the 
Foreign Animal Disease 
Diagnostics Laboratory, 
Pl'Jm Island, New York 
Foreign Animal Disease 
Diagnostics Laborato~yr 
Plum Island, New York 

East Lansing, MI 

Manhattan, KS 

Knoxville, TN 

NUMBER OF APHIS COST 
PARTICIPANTS a/ 

15 $7,407 

36 $ B, 113 

24 $7,003 

15 $2,000 

30 $95,703 

20 $16,000 

31 $84,lOO 

71 $10,350 

5: $10,350 

$14,000 

Training*~c-_~~~ ______ ~~ ______ ~~ ________________ +-____________ 1-__________ ~ 
Live Bird Marketing Pomona, CA 
System* 

52 $32,150 

*Estimate 

**An Interagency Agreement is in place with the Department of Defense to send 
attendees to FADD courses sponsored by USDA/APHIS. The cost of this course 
was covered by this agreement. 
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al Unless noted otherwise, amou~t does not include parricipant travel 
expenses~ 

bl The amount for this course also includes participant travel. 
Please note: APHIS conducts additional training for foreign officials at the 
request of and with reimbursement from other entit"ies. 

OVERALL PERFORMANCE MANAG~METN AT THE GRAIN INSPECTION, PACKERS AND 
STOCKYARDS ADMINISTRATION (GIPSA) 

Mr. Aderholt: Administrator Mitchell's testimony notes that GIPSA 
started re-engineering some of the program processes in 2006. Despite fiscal 
challenges, the testimony and budget justificatio~ contain indicators of 
improved performance over the past couple of years in areas such as 
"aggregate industry compliance", "poultry payment review" and elsewhere. 

Please provide the Subcommittee with a few particular per:ormance 
measures over the past year that show the agency's overall progress. 

Response: Packers and Stockyards Progran (P&SP) measures its overall 
perfor~ance by annually measuring the regulated entities' compliance with the 
Packers and Stockyards Act. The performance measure encompasses activities 
P&SP conducts tha~ directly or indirectly influence industry compliance. 
P&SP'S overall performance rate is a composite index of five program-wide 
audit and inspection activities based on a scientifically-drawn random sample 
of subject en~ities. In 2012 the index included: 1) the financial components 
of the poultry contract compliance; 2) financial reviews of custodial 
accounts; 3) financial reviews of prompt paywents of a random sample of 
firms; 4) inspection of scales and weighing practices at markets, dealers, 
and poultry integrators, and 5) inspec~ion of all carcass evaluation devices 
and carcass evaluation practices for packing plants purchasing more than 
1,000 head per year. The compliance rate increased to 87 percen~ last year 
after declining to 76 percent in 2011 and was 7 perce~tage poi~ts higher than 
the average rate from 2008 through 2010. 

The resul~s of the individual compone~t ~nspections and audits thaL 
comprise the aggregate index showed a year-to-year increase in compliance 
rates in 2012 for all of the five areas reviewed. Improvement in the poultry 
payment review has been especially steady, increasing from the initial rate 
of 60 percent In 2009 to 85 percent in 2012. 

Mr. Aderholt: The Administrator's testimony points o~t that a slight 
increase can lead to improved industry compliance as the Agency strives for 
100 percent compliance levels from the current rate of 87 perce~t. Please 
confirm that the Agency is on track to exceed performance within the Packers 
and Stockyards area of responsibility. 

Response: Each year P&SP establishes a goal for compliance as a 
performance measure. For 2013, that goal is 81 percent compliance. In order 
to determine the status of achieving ~he goal, P&SP analyzes compliance data 
quarterly. 3ased on data from the first ar.d second quarters, P&SP's 
compliance rate is 83 percent. An increase in the compliance rate from 2011 
can be attributed to an increased presence in the industry and swift 
enforcement. P&SP was able to realize an 87 percent levei of industry 
compliance in 2012, exceeding its goal of 81 percent. While the Agency 
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strives for 100 percent compliance, until P&SP can replicate the higher level 
of compliance, an 81 percent compliance rate remains a realistic goal. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please describe the latest performance resul~s in the 
area of grain inspection and weiqhing. 

Response: GIPSA's Grain Regulatory Program evaluates performance based 
on the percent of market-identified quality attributes needed for trading for 
which GIPSA has provided standardization. Ongoing research contributes to 
continued success in meeting its performance objectives. Adoption and 
implementation of new moisture measurement technology are the cornerstone of 
the achievements. They supported reaching the 88.7 percent rate for FY 2012 
and will be key for reaching the target of 92.7 percent for FY 2013. In FY 
2014, GIPSA expects to provide standardization for 95.4 percent of all 
market-identified qua~ity attributes. 

LIVESTOCK MARKETING RULE 

Mr. Aderholt: Does GIPSA have any plans to issue additional written 
guidance on how the Agency plans to enforce the most recent Livestock 
Marketing rules so that all segments of the industry know precisely how to 
interpret GIPSA regulations? 

Response: GIPSA will consider drafting publications to help swine 
contractors and live poultry dealers better understand the 2008 Farm Bill and 
final rules about market Lng contracts. 

Mr. Aderholt: Whet steps is GIPSA taking to carry out the language in 
Section 742 of the fiscal year 2013 Full-Year Cor.tin~ing Appropriations Act? 

Response: The Agency is not expending a~y funds on the specific 
proposed rules referenced in the General Provision or any other proposed 
rules referenced other than those that were published on December 9, 2011 (76 
F. Reg. 76874). Nor is the Agency expending any funds to enforce or take 
regulatory action based on or in furtherance of sections 201.2(a), 201.3(a), 
or 201.215(a) of Title 9 of the Code of Federal Regulations. Finally, 
General Provision 742 directs the Secretary of Agriculture to rescind 
sections 20l.2(a), 201.3(a), or 201.2lS(a) of Title 9 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations. The Agency is reviewing the language and determining nexl 
steps. 

a.s. EXPORTS 

Mr. Aderholt: ?lease provide a description of GIPSA's involvement with 
biotechnology and U.S. exports. 

Response: GIPSA evaluates the performance of co~~ercially available 
rapid protein-based test kits upon request of the manufacturer and also 
contributes toward establishing international standards relating to testing. 
To this end, GIPSA works with ~he CODEX A1imentarius Commission, the National 
Institute for Standards and Technology, and other organizations to develop 
official methods and references that will be recognized on a global basis~ 
There have been a few instances of inadvertent releases of unau~horized GE 
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events into the U.S. grain handling system. When such an inadvertent release 
occurs, a rapid response is necessary to identify and validate methods to 
detect the trait and thereby protect the in~egrity of u.s. grain and related 
markets. In 7.013-2014, automated detection methods focusing on high
throughput DNA extraction r~ethodoloqies will be developed. These new nethods 
will enable GIPSA to more effectively respond to any such future situations. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please describe GIPSA's overall involvement in the 
facilitation of U.S. trade and how the agency works with other parts of OSDA 
or other parts of the federal government to assist with U.S. exports. 

Response: GIPSA's Grain Regulatory Program works with exporters, 
importers, and other end-users of U.S. grain around ~he world to facilitate 
the marketing of U.S. grain in global markets. GIPSA also works with other 
USDA and U.S. Government agencies such as the Foreign Agricultural Service, 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, U.S. Trade Representative, State 
Department, Environmental Protection Agency, and Food and Qrug 
Administration, as appropriate, to resolve grain quality and weight 
discrepancies, help other countries develop domes~ic grain and commodity 
standards and marketing infrastructures, he~p importers to develop quality 
specifications, and to train foreign inspecto~s in U.S. inspection methods 
and proced:lres. These activities foster a better understanding of the entire 
U.S. grain marketing system and serve to enhance purchasers' confidence in 
U.S. grain. Ultimately, these efforts ~elp move our nation's harvest to end
users around the globe. Duri~g 2012, GIPSA personnel met with 36 teams f~om 
24 countries. 

In 2012, China and the United States signed a Memorandum of 
Understanding on Soybean Qua~ity, and GIPSA is actively engaged in 
implementing a multiyear plan of work. In FY 2013, we are conducting the 
first of four soybean cargo monitoring projects between U.S. and Chinese 
ports. 

Since 2002, GIPSA has stationed an err,ployee in Asia from 2 weeks to 6 
months a year to work with customers and their qovernments throuqhout Asia to 
address immediate and long-terrr, issues in the region, promote a better 
understanding and adoption of U.S sampling and inspection methods to minimize 
differences in results, and develop face-to-face relationships with 
custo~ers, USDA Cooperators, and government officials. Theso outreach 
efforts have drawn praise from overseas buyers, their governments, and U.S. 
industry stakeholders and continue as a critical means to support the GIPSA 
mission to facilitate the ma~keting of U.S. grains. 

In addition, GIPSA works with qlobal partners to develop scientifically 
sound methods for identifying genetically engineered (GE) grains. GIPSA's 
Biotechnology P~oficiency Program, initiated in 2002, enables organizations 
to improve their accuracy in identifying GE events in grain. Today, 160 
organizations-over 80 percent of which are located om::.side the United States
participate in the program. 

GRAIN REGULATORY PROGRAM 

Mr. Aderholt: GIPSA is seeking an increase of $1.213 million for the 
Grain Regulatory Program to purchase necessary capital equipment. Of the 
funds provided for this activity ir. fiscal year 2013, what portion of the FY 
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2014 request provided GIPSA with the equipment necessary to conduct tests on 
U.S. grains for export? How will such new equipment improve performance or 
quality of U.S. grains? 

Response: GIPSA's Grain Regulatory Program facilitates the marketing 
of U.s. grains, oilseeds, and related agricultural products by providing 
farmers, handlers, processors, exporters, and international buyers with 
information that accurately and consistently describes the quality of these 
products. To maintain the Agency's worldwide reputation as leader in grain 
quality assessment, GIPSA is seeking an increase of $1.213 million from 
$16,581,000 for equipment needed to complete development of tests to 
determine key market factors for rice and for equipment needed to refine and 
expand effective mycotoxin and pesticide residue testing and monitoring 
programs for U.S. grain exporters. 

GIPSA is continually developing and refining practicable, rapid and 
reproducible tests to determine specific qualities that enhance the 
marketability of U.S. grains, rice and pulse crops. GIPSA maintains over $9 
million of equipment to support the official inspection system. 

Within GIPSA's Technology and Science Division (TSD), the average age 
of equipment in need of replacement varies from 9 to 26 years depending on 
the program that it supports. GIPSA seeks funding for equipment necessary to 
finalize development and implementation of objective tests for use by the 
rice industry. One test could conceivably measure the amount of surface 
lipids in rice; a factor currently measured by the rice industry but for 
which GIPSA currently does not provide a standard means of determining 
measurement consistency. The rice surface lipids factor may also be usef~l 
as an independent and objective measure of determining the degree of milling 
in rice, a measure for which the rice industry has expressed a strong market 
need. 

GIPSA has made major strides in the last fiscal year toward development 
of this test, and is in the process of initiating a pilot in FY 2013 1 with 
plans for full implementation in FY 2014. However, implementation of the 
test will require FGIS to procure near-infrared detectors 1 commonly known as 
NIR detectors, to perform the test at field sites. Another test in 
development is a systemic process using optical scanners for determining the 
percentage of broken kernels in rice. Both these tests could replace the 
current process of visual assessments used to determine these conditions. 
Replacing visual assessment with a systemic, standardized means ~o assess 
these conditions will provide greater stability since the assessment will be 
based on an objective standard determir.ed by equipment. Doing so will 
enhance the overall marketing enviro~ment for rice. 

SPENDING ON INFORMATlON TECHNOLOGY 

Mr. Aderholt: How much does GIPSA plan to spend on IT purchases in 
fiscal years 2013 and 2014? How much did the Agency spend on IT purchases in 
fiscal years 2011 and 2012? 

Response: GIPSA plans to spend $3 million on IT purchases in fiscal 
year 2013 and $4 million in fiscal year 2014. In fiscal years 2011 and 2012, 
GIPSA spent $3.2 million and $2.3 million on IT purchases, respectively. 
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PACKER OWNERSHIP 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the Committee with the most recent study 
or data surrounding the issues of packer ownership. Also, please inform of 
the Committee of any additional planned studies or reports. 

Response: The most recent study surroundi~g issues of packer ownership 
is the Livestock and Meat Marketing study conducted by RTI International, 
Inc. completed in February 2007. The report can be foand at: 
http://www . gipsa. usda. gov /Publications/fl'3£L!~iye meat market. html. 

The study was funded through a special $4.5 million appropriation by 
Congress in 2003. While GIPSA has no plans to conduct additional studies on 
packer ownership of livestock, the Packers and Stockyards P~ogram Annual 
Report contains some statistics on packer ownership. The ~eport can be found 
at: ht::D://www.gipsa.usda.gov/Publications/pspLaEl2012 psp annual report.pdf 

USER FEES 

Mr. Aderholt: The budget proposes legislation for GIPSA to convert to 
user fees in standardization activities. Has GIPSA begun work with the 
Authorizing Committee relating to these proposed fees? If so, please provide 
a copy of the proposed legislation for the record. If not, when will the 
Administration begin this critical process? How much support does the fee 
have, and what likelihood is there that that money will be available to you? 

Response: The President's fiscal year 2013 b~dget included a 
legislative proposal to recover approximately 527.4 millio~. This proposal 
would initiate user fees for the development of grain standards ($5 million) 
and would amend the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921, to provide authority to 
collect license fees to cover the cost of the program ($22.4 million). This 
proposal is consistent with the overall effort to shift funding for programs 
with identifiable beneficiaries to user fees. The proposal is currently 
under reviewaL OMB. GIPSA is not in a position to speculate on whether 
Congress will enact this proposal. 

Mr. Aderholt: 
fiscal year 2012? 
fiscal year 2013? 

REGULATORY ENFORCEMENT 

Were tr.ere any violation cases pending at the end of 
What is the staLus of those violation cases to date in 

Response: At the close of fiscal year 2012, there were 244 cases open 
that had been referred to headquarters from the field. As of April 18, 2013, 
GIPSA and OGC had closed 102 of those cases. Of the 107. closed cases that 
were pending on October 1, 2012: 17 involved a civil penalty and a 
suspension, 9 involved a suspension, 37 involved a civil penalty, 14 i~volved 
stipulations, and the remaining 25 cases were closed as other, no sanction or 
action ::aken. 

Mr. Aderholt: How many violation report calls did you receive in 
fiscal years 2011 and 2012? How many were invest~gated? What is the na~ure 
of violations reported? 
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Response: GIPSA does Dol segregate investigation by the source. But 
ove.:::"all, in fiscal year 2011, GIPSA was informed through calls, its own 
audits, inspections, and market monitoring of 2,780 instances of alleged 
violations. GIPSA opened investigative cases on alJ of these allegations. 
In the livestock industries, 10 were allegations of competition violations, 
l,411 were allegations of financial violations, and l,219 were allegations of 
trade practice violations. In the poultry industry, 2 were allegations of 
competition violation, 16 were allegations of financial violations, and 122 
were allegations of trade practice violations. 

By comparison, in fiscal year 2012, GIPSA was informed through calls, 
its own audits, inspections, and market monitoring of 3,044 instances of 
alleged violations. All of these allegations were opened as investigative 
cases. In the 1ivestock industries, 22 were allegations of competition 
violations, 1,493 were allegations of financial violations, and 1,408 we~e 
allegations of trade practice violations. I~ the poultry industry, 2 were 
allegations of competition violation, 21 were allegations of financial 
violations, and 98 were allegations of trade practice violations. 

POULTRY COMPLIANC~ CO~PLAINTS 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the Subconmittee with a table showing the 
number of poultry compliance complaints received in fiscal years 2009 through 
2012 and the number of related investigations. 

Response: GIPSA investigates all complaints. The information is 
provided, for the record, below. 

[The information follows;J 

Poultry Complaints and Investigations, 

Fiscal Year Complaints InVestigations 

2009 84 84 
2010 108 108 
2011 116 116 
2012 124 124 

Mr. Aderholt: What was the nature of the poultry complaints received 
in the most recent year? 

Response: In response to the question, the information is provided 
below. All poultry complaints in 2012 led to an investigation. 

[The information follows:J 
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year? 

Nature of PO'J.ltry Complaints and Investigations, 
2012 

Bond Claims 

Concentration/Industry Structure 

Contract Poultry Arrangements 

E'ailure to Pay 

Failure to Pay When Due 

Feed Checkweighing 

Financial Instrument Discrepancy/Not Received 

Grower Termination 

Payment Practices 

Poultry Checkweighing 

Poultry Compliance 

Poultry Trust 
Total 

Number 

16 

5 

2 

2.2 

2 

12 

5 
124 

Mr. Aderholt: How many investigations were done in the most recent 

Response: In fiscal year 2012, P&SP opened 3,044 investigations, of 
which 3,020 were alleged violations for financial or trade practice 
behaviors. During the fiscal year, P&SP closed 2,545 cases without referring 
them to the Office of the General Cour.sel (OGC). Another 177 cases were 
resolved that had been referred to OGC, including 25 that had been referred 
further to the Department of Justice. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing dealer/order buyer 
financial failures to include fiscal years 2010 through 2013 to date. Please 
provide an assessment of the data. 

Response: The information is provided, [or lhe record, below. 

[The information follows:] 
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To~al Dealer Financial Failures and Restitution, 2010-2013 

Closed, 
No. of Owed For 

Fiscal Failures Livestock 

Year Open Closed 

2010 $213,332 

2011 6 "-4 878,620 

2012 3 512,255 

2013* 131,912 

*through April 18, 2013 

Closed, 
Resti tution 

From 
From Other 

Bonds Sources 

$20,000 0 

407,10,) $4,479 

100,000 40,600 

90,000 16,452 

Cl.osed 
Recovery 

9% 

47% 

27% 

81% 

Table Note: Entries show the number of firms that have claims open at 
year-end and those cases that have closed at year-end. Dollar amounts 
are for failures with claims closed as of the most recent year-end, so 
historical data may have been updated to reflect any settlements after 
the year the failure occurred. 

From 2002 through 2012 1 ar: average of 14 dealers failed each year, with a 
range of 1 to 31 failures per year. During that same time period, 
producers received an average 19 percent payment of amounts owed to them, 
with recovery ranging from 0 to 56 percent. 

MARKET CONCENTRATION AND COMPETI,ION 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing firm concentration ratio 
for steer and heifer slaughter, boxed beef, sheep and '::'amb slaughter, and hog 
slaughter to include data for 2010 t~rough 2V12. 

Response: The informatior. for steer and heifer, hog, and sheep and 
laml) slaughter is provided below. ?&SP no ionger collects data specifically 
on boxed beef production. 

[The information follows:] 

Four-Firm Concentration in Livestock Slaughte~ by '='ype of Livestock, 
2010 2012 

Steers & Sheep & Lambs Hogs 
Year Heifers (% ) (% ) (%) 

2010 85 65 65 
2011 84 59 64 
2012 81 56 66 
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Mr. Aderholt: Please update the table ~hat appears in last yea~'s 
hearing record showing the number of slaughtering and processing packers 
subject to the Packers and Stockyards Act since fiscal year 2008. 

Response: The inform2tion on number of slaughtering packers is 
provided below. 

Number of Slaughteri~g Packers Subject to the P&S Act, 2008-2012 

Bonded Non-Bonded 
Year Slaughter Firms Slaughter Plants* 

2008 281 47l 

2009 284 488 

2010 233 495 

2011 258 509 
2012 287 537 

*Number of Federally Inspected (FI) slaughter plants minus ~he number 
operated by reporting packers. This is an estimate of -:he o'J.mber of 
non-bonded slaughter firms (operating FT plants) that are not required 
to be bonded because they purchase less than $500,000 of. livestock per 
year (includes slaughtering plants tha~ also do processing but excludes 
non-FI plants). 

Because non-Slaughtering packers do ~ot purchase from livestock 
sellers, they are not sublect to the payment provisions of the P&S Act 
or its payment regulations. Data needed from ttis segment of the 
packing industry is different than those subject to the payment 
provisions, such as prompt payment and bonds, and we do not collect. 
annual reports or data from t~is segment the same as from the 
slaughtering packers. GIPSA does, however, conduct investigations as 
needed. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing the amount of funds spent 
on competition, fair trade practices, and financial protection for fiscal 
years 2008 through the projected level for fiscal year 2013. 

Response: The information is provided below. These data are compiled 
as of fiscal year end. FY 2013 data is not available a~ ~his time. 

Total Regulatory and Investigation Expenditures, 2008-2012 

2009 $205 2,047 $3,281 245 3,330 9,244 
2010 81 1,342 4,463 388 4,928 8,621 
2011 183 924 2,141 414 8,909 6,464 
2012 129 1,494 2,614 431 8,588 5,414 

Table Note: For 2008, competition, trade practice, and financial 
requlatory activities were not differentiated. 
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Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing the number of auction 
market failures, the amount owed for livestock each year, and the amou~t 
recovered from bonds and other sources during each year from fiscal years 
2008 through 2012. ?rovide the Subconrnittee with an explanation of any 
changes in recovery rates. 

Response: The information is provided below. These data are compiled 
on a fiscal year basis. Data for 2013 are not available. 

[The information follows:] 

Total Auction Market Fina0cial 2008-2012 

Closed, Closed 
No. of Owed From Other Re-

Fiscal Failures Consignors Bonds Sources covery 
Year Open Closed 
2008 NA 6 $602,100 $237,734 $352,111 98% 
2009 NA 7 981,189 261,498 1,365 27% 
2010 1 20,901 4,547 0 22% 
2011 158,279 0 89,586 5n 
2012 326,178 25,000 0 8% 

Table Note: Starting in 2010, entries show the number of firms that have 
clains open at year-end and those cases that have closed at year-end; 
for past years, the total nureber of failures with claims closed is 
shown. Dollar amounts for all years are for failures with claims closed 
as of most recent year-end, so historical data may have been updated to 
reflect any settlements after the year the failure occurred. 

From 2008 through 2012 an average of 5.4 auction markets failed per 
year. Consignors received average restitution of 42.4 percent payment 
of amounts owed to the~ in cases closed, with a range of 8 to 98 
percent. The average amount owed increased to just over $163,000 for 
cases closed iL 2012. However, it is possible that additional recoveries 
may have been obtained after closing he cases. 

~r. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing what percentage of the 
livestock that is slaughtered annually comes from captive supplies and/or 
forward contracts to include t.he most recent fiscal year data available. 

Response: The infor~ation is provided below. 

[The information follows:] 
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Packer-fed Cattle and Acquisition by Forward Contracts and Marketing 
Agreements as a Percentage of Total Steer and Heifer Slaughter, 

2008-2012 

Packer Fed 
Cattle From Forward Total 

Year Contracts And Marketing 
Cattle( ) 

Agreements(%) Committed(%) 

2008 4.4 45.2 49.6 

2009 4.7 44.9 49.6 

2010 5.0 49.9 54.9 

2011 5.3 55.3 60.6 

2012 5.9 60.1 66.0 

Previously, GIPSA collec~ed ar.d reported use of committed supply by 
only the four or five largest firms. GIPSA ~as begun using data published by 
USDA's Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS) on prices and volumes of 
livestock purchased under alternative pricing methods, which covers all 
slaughter firms reporting to AMS under Mandatory Price Reporting 
(ht icp: ( (npL datamart . ams. usda. gov) . 

MARKET AUDITS 

~r. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing the number of market 
audits conducted on custodial accounts, the number of markets with shortages, 
the total dollars involved, and the amount restored :rom fiscal years 2008 to 
2012. 

Response: The information is provided below. 

Number of Market Audits and Shortages Corrected Through On-Site 
Investigations, 2008-2012 

Fiscal Account Markets With On-Site 
Year Audits Shortages Investigation 

2008 176 62 $5,022,966 

2009 383 181 2,581,725 

2010 297 79 3,402,608 

2011 318 96 2,861,471 

2012 331 105 5,960,677 
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LIMITATION ON INSPECTION AND WEIGHING SERVICES 

Mr. Aderholt: What was the carryover for the Limitation on Inspection 
and Weighing Services Expenses account in fiscal year 2013 and what is the 
estimated carryover into fiscal year 2014? 

Response: The carryover for the Limitation on Inspection and Weighing 
Services Expenses account in fiscal year 2013 was $14 / 130,306. The 
estimated carryover into fiscal year 2014 is $11,998,810. 



270

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CONGRESSMAN TOM LATHAM 

FERAL SWINE PROGRAM 

Mr. Latham: For FY14 the APHIS request proposes $20 million for a 
dedicated feral swine control program. This issue is of great interest to 
producers in my state due to the potential for feral swine to introduce 
diseases into the domestic population. 

A net increase of only $12.4 million is proposed for the Wildlife 
Service's line item for FY14, indicating that the feral swine control program 
would be funded in part through reductions elsewtere in the budget. Can you 
explain how the agency is proposing to fund the feral swine con~rol program 
at the $20 million level in its request, as welJ as how priorities for this 
feral swine program will be set for each state? 

Response: APHIS has been prioritizing programs and activities to 
determine how and where funding should De spent to meet the needs of our 
stakeholders, while meeting the challenge of declining budgets. APHIS has 
requested $20 million to imp~ement a national effort to reduce feral swine 
damage. To fund the feral swine program, APHIS is req~esting the majority of 
funding in new appropriations for the wildlife damaqe ma~agement line item. 
The remainder will be funded from proposed reductions i~ other lower priority 
programs and reduced funding ir. cost-share programs where the Federal 
government is currently contributing rnore than 50 percent of total program 
costs. 

The overall objective of the program is to minimize damage inflicted by 
feral swine populations. In States where feral swine are emerging or 
populations are low, APHIS' priority will be to cooperate with local and 
State agencies to implement strategies to eliminate them. In States where 
populations are well-established, and/or State regulations impact management 
efforts, APHIS' priority will be to focus on controlling populations. 

TRANSPORTATION AND MARKETING DLVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

Mr. Latham: The request for AMS includes $4.3 million and 6 full time 
equivalent positions under the Transportation and Marketinq Development 
Program, to support more farreers markets. While I am certainly in favor of 
:naking sure small and medium sized farms grow and prosper, I am concerned 
that USDA may be devotlr.g Loo many resources to local niche markets at the 
expe~se of the long term agricultural economy. Do you feel funding for this 
program should be a priority at a time when market competition for 
agri.cult:ural products across the globe is onJy going to get much more 
challenging? 

Response: We do feel that funding for this program is a priority. The 
agriculture industry is diverse, and so are the many farms that produce 
products to meet the demand of U.S. consumers. Of the 2.2 milliof'. farms in 
the United States that produce grains, vegetables, fruit, livestock, and 
other types of agric~ltural products, the 2007 Census of Agriculture reveals 
that 91 percent of all farms are considered small farms. This is a 
significant number of farms; and these farns are typically the farms that 
experience the greatest difficulty accessing and co~peting in more 
established supply chains that move bulk commodities around the globe or into 
mainstream retail outlets. With more farms operating in these sectors, 
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continued investments to strengthen the food distribution system and enhance 
marketing opportunities for these farms could lead to 1) greater local and 
regional food securit:y, 2) improved local and regLonal economies, 3) reduced 
risk of food-supply disruption, 4) reduced barriers to entry of new farms, 
and 5) additional capacity for scaling up production. 

Consumer demand for food that is locally produced, marketed, and 
consumed is generating increased interest in local food throughout the United 
States. Small to mid-sized farms have a comparative advant:age in producing 
these highly differentiated produc~s. Their smaller size enables them to 
remain flexible and innovative enough to respond to highly differentiated 
markets. As small and medium-sized farmers develop marketing and business 
expertise to take advantage of available ~arkets, their capacity to scale up 
production and to implement vertically integrated enterprises is enhanced; 
thereby serving the food supply chain QOLe effectively_ 

Smaller and medium sized farms complement and enhance the role of large 
producers. Small farms in 2C08 accounted for 11 percent of total local food 
sales and medium-sized farms accounted for 19 percent of total local food 
sales. These farms accou~t for 73 percent ($64 million) of sales for farmers 
that sell locally only direct-to-consumer. Formal and informal collaboration 
with other farmers provides a way for these small farms to ~eet the quantity, 
quality, packaging, and delivery requirements of grocers and restaurants. 
Nearly 51 percent ($614 million) of sales for farms that sell locally through 
combi~ed use of direct-to-consumer and intermediated outlets are small or 
medium sized. Addressing the obstacles that remain in aggregation and 
distribution for small and medium sized farms can increase sales while 
satisfying rapidly growing consume~ demand. 
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CONGRESSMAN KEVIN YODER 

country of Origin Labeling Cost./Benefit Analysis 

Mr. Yoder: I wish to take this opportunity to express my concern 
about the Proposed Rule Titled: "Mandatory Country-of-Origin Labelinq of 
Beef, Pork l Lamb, Chicken, Goat Meat, Wild and Farm Raised Fish and 
Shellfish, Perishable Agricultural Commodities, Peanuts, Pecans, Ginseng, 
and Macadamia Nuts" Federal Register Vol. 78, No. 48 1 Tuesday, March 
12,2013, pages 15645 - 15653. Unlike voluntary labeling, I am concerned 
that this rule will not provide tangible benefits, while at the same tine 
generate u~necessary costs, which will ultimately be borne by both consumers 
and producers. 

In developing this rule, has AMS prepared a cost benefit analysis? 

Response: Yes, the Agency prepared an initial analysis of costs and 
benefits for the proposed rule, which can be found on pages 15647-15650 of 
the Federal Register notice published on March 12, 2013. 
Link: (http://ww,:,_,_9P_()_:..g£\'/ fd."Ys/ckg/ FR-20 13-03-12/cdf/2013-055 7 6. pdf) . 

Mr. Yoder: In particular, I want -::0 know if AMS included the costs 
associated with the increased segregation of livestock and meat products 
required to comply with the rule. 

Response: In the initial analysis of costs and benefits, the Agency 
did not include costs potentially associated with increased segregation of 
livestock and meat products due to the elimination of commingling flexibility 
in the proposed rule. The Agency concluded that "Given that the information 
~eeded to label production steps is already available and that most packers 
already segregate aniwals of differing countries of origin in the slaughter 
and processing of those animals, the mos~ widespread cost of implementing the 
proposed amen~ents is expected to be related to label change; this cost 
would be incurred partially at the packing or processi~g facility and 
partially at the retail leve~" (78 FR 15648). The Agency received a number 
of comments on the p::::-oposed rule on this issue, and wi.ll take those comments 
into account as the final rule is drafted. 

Mr. Yoder: In addition, I appreciate it if yO:..J. would provide any 
information you may have on the impact 1 j vestock segregation would !-lave on 
processing facilities, especially plants that rely on livestock of o~her 
than U.S. origin. 

Response: Numerous commenLers on the proposed rule provided statemen-::s 
on ~he costs of segregating livestock they believe will be necessitated by 
the proposed rule. These comrrlenters explained how, in their opinion, the 
labeling changes will require additional livestock and meat segregation and 
record keeping that wil: increase costs to the industry that must be absorbed 
by livestock producers, feedlots, shippers, meat packers, processors, 
retailers and consumers. The comments will be taken into account as the 
final rule is dratted. 
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Mr. Yoder: Kansas State University published a study in November 2012 
~hat found that Mandatory Country-of-Origin Labeling has not positively 
impacted demand for U.S. meat. Have you seen this study, and if so, can you 
comment on their findings? 

Response: The Agency has reviewed the study entitled "Mandatory 
Country of Origin Labeling: Consumer Demand Impact," November 2012, by G.T. 
Tonsor, J.L. Lusk, T.C. Schroeder, and M.R. Taylor. The Agency acknowledges 
that an empirical finding of a change in de~and due to COOL would support the 
conclusion that consumers act on the information provided through COOL. 
Conversely, however, the Agency does not concur that an empirical finding of 
no change in demand implies that conSUTIers do not vaJ~e the information or 
that there are no benefits from providing the information. The purpose of 
COOL is to provide consumers with information upon which they can make 
informed shopping choices. The availability of COOL information and its 
corresponding benefit to cons~mers does not imply that there will necessarily 
be any change in aggrega::e consumer demand or in demand for products of one 
origin versus others. 

COUNTRY OF ORIGIN LABELING - WTO COMPLIANCE 

Mr. Yoder: The current Mandatory Country-of-Origin Labeling rule was 
found to violate World Trade Organiza~ion (WTO) Technical Barriers to Trade, 
due to the issue of livestock sequestration. It is my understanding that 
instead of add~essing this issue, the proposed rule would require additional 
segregation of livestock and meat products. 

What are the Agency's plans to achieve WTO compliance? 

Response: We are confident that the proposed changes as outlined in 
the March 12, 2013 proposed rule will improve the overall operation of the 
p~ogram while also bringing the current COOl, requirements into compliance 
with the WTO ruli~g. 

Mr. Yoder: Have Mexico and Canada, two of our largest trading 
partners for beef, weighed in o~ this matter with the Department? If so, 
how are you planning to address their concerns? 

Response: Both Canada and Mexico submitted comments on the March 12, 
2013 proposed rule. These comments will be taken into consideration along 
with the other comments we received. The United States values our 
relationships with our trading partners, and we ~emain open to working 
together to resolve this matter. 
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CONGRESSMAN DAVID G. VALADAO 

COUNTRY OF ORIGIN 

Mr. Valadao: USDA recently closed comments on their proposed changes to 
the country-af-origin labeling (COO~) rule. This would require labels to 
state the country where the animal that produced the beef was born, raised, 
and slaughtered. This is an a~tempt to satisfy the WTO as well as the 
Canadians and Mexicans. Both Canada and Mexico have told us they will not 
accept this label change as a way to settle their WTO case, We expect that to 
be the decision from WTO as well. Ultimately, the WTO will authorize Canada 
and Mexico to retaliate against the u.s. When that happens, we expect the 
COOL statute to change. Therefore, we have a situation where this proposed 
rule would require our industry to make changes (and spend a lot of mOGey) to 
comply with a rule that will ultima~ely not be accepted by the WTO. 
Therefore, we need USDA to finish the rule, but delay implementation for a 
year or until the WTO has finished their review of this case and has made a 
final decision. This will prevent our industry from making changes, but then 
having to make additional changes later on when the WTO is done. 

Mr. Under Secretary. The proposed COOL rule currently at .M1S seeks 
to change the labeling requirements in an attempt to satisfy the WTO. 
have heard from industry that the changes required under this proposal will 
require a significant investment in new labels! scale printers, 
segregation, storage, and other rr.odifications that will need to be made in 
order to comply. At this point! we do not know for sure whether the WTO 
will accept this change. Will you delay implementation and enforcement of 
this proposed rule until the W?O completes all decisions regarding the case 
filed by Canada and Mexico in order to prevent our beef producers from 
having to make investments to comply with a rule Lhat may not even fix the 
current problem? 

Response: AMS received a number of comments on this issue in response 
to the proposed rule. We cannot provide any specifics because we are in the 
rulemaking process, but we will take whatever steps we can to minimize t~e 
burden on the regula~ed entities while still meeting the intent of the 
statute and our international trade obligations. 

NA'::IONAL ANIMAL HEAI,TH LABORATORY NF.TWORK 

Mr. Valadao: Undersecretary and fidministrator Shea, though this 
question is in regards to the NIFA budget and the National Animal Health 
~aboratory Network (NAHLN)! I know APHIS plays a significant role in the 
partnership between the state labs and the federal labs. The recen: BSE case 
in 2012 illustrates the partnership between APHIS and the California lab 
network. 

The herd veterinarian I use in California uses the Tulane laboratory 
near my district to help diagnose problems in my own dairy herd. 

know there are investments in the Federal laboratory network; however 
I am concerned about the support for the state laboratories and a decline in 
the important infrastructure necessary :or the timely identification of 
animal diseases and food safety risks. 
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What is the long-term plan for maintaining state laboratories in the 
network in order to continue to be able to be the first in identifying 
emerging animal diseases and food safety risk? 

Response: The National Animal Health Laboratory Network (NAHLN) is a 
nationally coordinated network and partnership of Federal, State, and 
university-associated animal health laboratories; the nationally distributed 
State and university laboratories are a key to the existence of the network 
and compromise 56 out of 60 NAHL~ laboratories. Each NAHLN labora::ory, in 
meeting the requirements to be a part of the network, provides expertise for 
the animal health diagnostic testing to de~ect biological threats to the 
nation's food animals, thus protecting aniwal health, public health, and the 
nation's food supply. 

APHIS received feedback from a wide variety of stakeholders indicating 
a change was needed to the NAHLN structure to fully meet original 
surveillance and response goals, and to expand detection of emerging and 
zoonotic diseases through the network. As a result, APHIS is preparing a 
concept paper to obtain stake~older input on proposed changes to the NAHLN 
structure. 

The concept paper defines the NAHLN laboratory membership structure; 
recognizes NALHN oversight by the USDA; identifies the role of the NAHLN 
Coordinating Council; identifies the National Veterinary Services 
Laboratories as the reference laboratories for the NAHLN; and affirms the 
opportunity for each State to have a NAHLN laboratory as long as State 
laboratories meet defined minimum criteria. APHIS will consider all comments 
received within 60 days. APHIS' goal is to ensure that -:he NAHLN continues 
to meet the current and future needs of Federal and State governments, as 
well as American livestock producers. 

Mr. Valadao: I would like to see a long-term plan from APHIS and the 
Department on the role of state laboratories in the ~ational Animal Health 
Laboratory Network; what expertise and infrastructure is needed to be 
maintained and the associated funding level that is needed to support a 10ng
term plan? 

Response: APHIS plans to publish a concept paper in the Federal 
Register to propose changes in the National Animal Health Laboratory Network 
(NAHLN) network. The concept paper w~ll describe the roles and 
responsibilities of the NAHLN network members and wjll offer a revised 
structure that would clarify opportunities for participation by State-based 
NAHLN laboratories. Inclusion of State-based laboratories in ~he NAHLN allows 
for greater proximity to and linkages with producers and veterinarians, which 
is critical to early detection of foreign animal and emerging diseases. 
APHIS will describe possible criteria and designations for various levels of 
participation, including participation by private laboratories. ~he proposed 
revisions to the structure of the NAHLN and classification of USDA oversight, 
the existence of a NAHLN charter, and :::he outline of the network structure 
will give the NAHLN flexibility to respond to future national animal health 
testing needs. 

Founding principles that guided NAHLN development in preceding years 
would remain intac~. For each participating laboratory, these inc1ude 
operating within a quality management system; establishing and maintain 
competency of laboratory personnel; using standardized protoco~s, reference 
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materials, and equipment; participating in cO~T,unications and reporting 
systems established by the NAHLN; using facilities with biosafety/biosecurity 
levels requisite for testing performed; and evaluating preparedness through 
scenario testing. 

APHIS will consider all comments received on the proposed concept paper 
within 60 days. Currently, APHIS spends approximately $6.7 million ~o fund 
NAHLN activities, including payments for testing. The availability of 
funding and finalization of the NAHLN concept paper, which will include 
stakeholder input, will dete::-mine what resources are devoted to the NAHLN in 
the future. 

SANITARY AND PHYTOSANITARY (SPS) TRADE ISSUES 

Mr. Valadao: According to the US Trade Representative U.S. farm 
exports totaled $145.4 billion in 2012. That's good and we want to keep US 
agriculture exports moving to markets. 

But sometimes the U.S. and other governments have legitimate rights to 
adopt and enforce measures to protect people, animals 1 and plants from 
Sanitary and Phytosanitary (SPS) risks. Understanding that when an SPS 
barrier is erected against the U.S. and it appears to be discriminatory, 
unscientific, or unwarranted we have the right to question whether the SPS 
measure guards against legitimate health and safety risks or just acts to 
protect favored foreign prod~cts. 

Last year there were 583,297 shipments of U.S. agricultural commodities 
certified by issuing required Phytosanitary Certificates. USDA issued 
140 / 337; state cooperators around the nation issued 208,123, and 234,837 (or 
40 percent of the nation's total) were issued by County Agricultural 
Commissioners in California. In Kern county alone, 30,000 were issued for 
commodities including almonds, pistachios 1 grapes, citrus and carrots. 

Ca~ you explain APHIS's role a~d how you work with other agencies like 
the U.S. Trade Representative and USDA's :oreign Agriculture Service to b~eak 
down? 

Response: APHIS coordinates closely with the Office of the United 
States Trade Representative (USTR) and the USDA Foreign Agricultural Service 
(FAS) to facilitate trade efforts. Each Agency plays a complementary but 
unique role in aSSisting U.S. farmers and businesses to export agricultural 
goods. 

USTR's Office of Agricultural Affairs has overall responsibility for 
U.S. government trade negotiations and policy development and coordination 
regarding agriculture. Specific responsibilities include negotiation and 
implementation of the agricultural provisio~s of Free Trade Agreements (FTAs) 
and the World Trade Organization (WTO) Doha Development Agenda, and operation 
of the WTO Committees on Ag:::-iculture and Sanitary and Phytosanitary (SPS) 
Measures. APHIS works closely with US'I'R to provide the technical expertise 
needed to successfully address animal and plant health regulatory issues in 
FTA negotiations and WTO commi~tees. 

1fJithin USD_:a., APHIS' expertise is in addressing technical SPS issues 
while FAS plays a broader, diplomatic role in promoting U.S. trade interests 1 

articulati.ng U.S. government policy to tradinq pa:::tners, negotiating 
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reductions in tariffs and quotas for U.S. agricultural goods, and providing 
U.S. producers with intelligence O~ foreign market opportunities. 

APHIS works to keep U.S. agricultural industries free from notifiable 
pests and diseases and certifies that U.S. agricultural and food products 
shipped to markets abroad meet the importing countries' entry requirements. 
APHIS uses its technical expertise and regulatory role in animal and plant 
health issues to monitor pes~ and disease status in the United States. This 
surveillance data is used to certify exports of U.S. agricultural products to 
other countries. 

In addition, APHIS personnel play leadership roles within international 
standard setting organizations, such as the World Organization for Animal 
Health and the International Plant Protection Convention, that develop 
science-based standards for the safe trade in agricultural products between 
countries. APHIS conducts capacity building projects to assist developing 
countries in establishing science-based regulatory systems that will, in 
turn, ultimately help them become stable trading partners for the United 
States. 

APHIS also works closely with USTR and FAS to maintain a coordinated, 
strategic approach to resolving SPS trade-barriers. 
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INTRODUCTION OF WITNESSES

Mr. ADERHOLT. Good morning. The Subcommittee will come to 
order. I would like to welcome everyone here this morning and 
thank you for joining us. Mr. Doug O’Brien, the Deputy Under Sec-
retary for Rural Development is with us; also Mr. John Padalino, 
Acting Administrator, Rural Utilities Services, Ms. Lillian Salerno, 
Acting Administrator, Rural Business-Cooperative Service; Ms. 
Tammye Trevino, Administrator, Rural Housing Service; and Mr. 
Mike Young, USDA Budget Director. We would like to welcome you 
again to the Subcommittee this morning to discuss budget requests 
for fiscal year 2014 for the Rural Development mission area. 

OPENING STATEMENT

As noted in the testimony, USDA is the sole department charged 
with serving the needs of Americans who live in the rural parts of 
this Nation. It seems we have seen this budget request before, and 
it is hard to believe that once again USDA proposes very large cuts 
for programs such as Single-Family Direct Loans and Water and 
Waste Disposal Grants which matter most to rural Americans. In-
stead, the administration seems to have placed its focus on a new 
$55 million economic development program that has not been re-
viewed by Congress. As the only department dedicated to rural 
America, we have to ask if this budget request is truly in tune with 
its needs, especially the needs of rural Americans and those with 
the lowest incomes. 

Nevertheless, we look forward to your testimony, and at this 
time I would like to recognize the distinguished member from Cali-
fornia, Mr. Farr. 
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Mr. FARR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. My reflection 
on this rural program that is proposed is one that I think is very 
positive, and I hope we can learn more about it today. 

Before being in Congress, long before, right after college, I was 
in the Peace Corps in Latin America and did community develop-
ment, and one of the things you learn about the culture of poverty 
is that you have to empower people. You have to give access to in-
stitutions of learning so they can get an education, learn to read 
and write, they have to have access to water, they have to have ac-
cess to medical clinics, doctors and so on. You will never work your-
self out of the culture of poverty until you have a safe place to 
sleep, an education and access to health care. If you have those, 
you have a chance. Without them, you don’t. 

What we do in our Federal programs is we have categorical fund-
ing, we did this in education, we just put everything into silos, and 
if you fit into a silo, you get some money, but you don’t really learn 
to work your way out of it. I think what we do with all our grant 
programs, whether the grant comes from the Department of Energy 
or the Department of Transportation or the Department of Agri-
culture, the Department of Education, whatever it is, they all try 
to meet these underserved needs in America by competitive grants 
and you end up with this sort of raining down on grants within 
their silos, and nobody is pulling them all together and saying you 
have got a problem here that needs to be solved that is about infra-
structure, it is about capacity building, it is about ability to really 
check all points. 

I think that is what Secretary Vilsack is seeing and is leading 
this rural strategy, as I call it, to try to make sure that you get 
a much better bang for your buck in the rural areas. Why is the 
rural part of America, census after census, 10 years after 10 years, 
decades after decades, still dirt poor and still not able to be there? 
It is the way we sort of did our foreign aid program. We just sort 
of rained money down without trying to build the capacity. 

So whether it is foreign aid or aid to rural America, it seems to 
me the same idea ought to be there, that we concentrate all our 
Federal expertise in trying to develop an ability to empower those 
local communities to care for themselves, just like more sophisti-
cated communities can do. 

So I look forward to this hearing. Thank you. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you. Also let me just remind you the 

microphones are sort of sensitive, so whoever speaks, just grab the 
microphone in your direction, that would also make sure we get 
you on record. 

So again, Mr. O’Brien, we look forward to your testimony. 

OPENING STATEMENT

Mr. O’BRIEN. Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the 
Subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you to 
discuss the President’s fiscal year 2014 budget proposal for the De-
partment of Agriculture’s Rural Development mission area. Before 
I begin, I would like to recognize and thank you and thank our out-
going Under Secretary Dallas Tonsager, whose commitment to 
rural America was evident in each of his decisions as he led the 
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mission area through an historic time of opportunities and chal-
lenges.

Since 2009, President Obama’s commitment and this committee’s 
support have brought about significant investments in rural com-
munities that have made them stronger and more vibrant. Rural 
Development has directly invested or guaranteed more than $130 
billion over the last four years in projects that have benefited not 
only the communities our agency serves, but the overall economy. 

Under the leadership of Secretary Vilsack, we are transforming 
USDA, increasing efficiencies and saving taxpayers millions of dol-
lars while supporting opportunities in areas such as the bio-econ-
omy, local and regional food systems and new broadband infra-
structure. The vitality of rural America has helped lead the way for 
America’s economic recovery. 

The budget we present continues the administration’s commit-
ment to rural areas by targeting resources to citizens in greatest 
needs and where there is greatest economic opportunities. We cap-
italize on beneficial subsidy rates in a number of our programs 
such as the Guaranteed Family Housing and Community Facilities 
Direct Loans to provide historic program levels in these crucial pro-
grams. At the same time, we take care of the most vulnerable by 
increasing funding in the Rental Assistance Program. 

The budget proposal includes $55 million for an economic devel-
opment grant program designed to target small and emerging pri-
vate businesses in rural areas. The program will join several of our 
current technical assistance grants into a new Rural Business and 
Cooperative Grant Program. Doing so will enable Rural Develop-
ment to better promote economic development while also improving 
the agency’s current allocation and evaluation process. 

The budget requests $32 million of the total funding provided to 
be set aside for information technology investments for the Com-
prehensive Loan Program. Investing in modernizing this system 
will ensure that loan programs are serviced with up-to-date tech-
nology, safeguarding the portfolio from cyber threats and upgrad-
ing the management capabilities of the agency. This level enables 
us to sustain customer responsiveness, service our existing portfolio 
and maintain a low delinquency rate. Simply put, we need to invest 
in modern technology systems to manage our growing portfolio. 

Over the past 10 years, Rural Development’s portfolio has more 
than doubled and now stands at $183 billion. I am pleased that the 
principal balances for loans and loan guarantees delinquent more 
than 1 year remains at 2.15 percent of the total principal out-
standing. By fiscal year 2014, our portfolio is anticipated to be 
more than $200 billion. 

Growth in our programs is exciting, yet the continued reductions 
to our staff resources are daunting. Since the beginning of fiscal 
year 2012, Rural Development has reduced nearly 18 percent of its 
workforce. While reductions save the agency an estimated $95 mil-
lion in staff costs in future years, at a certain point we risk the in-
tegrity of the delivery of the programs and the servicing of the 
growing portfolio. 

Over the past few years, Rural Development has embraced mul-
tiple streamlining efforts to reduce operating costs. We consolidated 
and reorganized our field structure, providing projected savings of 
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$758,000 annually. We achieved additional savings of $1.3 million 
with reductions in printing and supplies. We also anticipate sav-
ings from data center consolidation and using specific services that 
cost less money. 

Despite our best efforts to prepare for additional funding reduc-
tion through these prudent practices, we cannot prevent the nega-
tive impact of reduced funding in the final 2013 Appropriations 
Act. We will have to cut back on essential services. The reduced 
level of program funding will mean that rental assistance will not 
be available for more than 15,000 very low income residents, gen-
erally elderly, disabled and single parent heads of household who 
live in multi-family housing in rural areas. We are working closely 
with property owners to deal with reduced income from rental as-
sistance. Efforts including servicing options such as debt deferrals, 
reserve account funds to supplement operating expenses, and in-
creasing occupancy and property income. We are not able to fully 
address this reduction on our own, however. The loss of such a sub-
stantial amount of funding will require the cooperation and under-
standing of owners and tenants. 

Finally, I would like to take this opportunity to personally thank 
the hard-working and dedicated employees who support rural com-
munities. Rural Development has delivered more for rural America 
with fewer staff and tighter budgets. With their help, I can say 
that our portfolio is sound, our mission is strong and our service 
is in demand. We know because we live and work there that the 
potential in rural America is great. I am pleased that this budget 
recognizes this reality. 

I appreciate the opportunity to testify today before members of 
this committee, and I thank you for your support of Rural Develop-
ment programs. I am happy to answer your questions at this time. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you. 
[The information follows:] 
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RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

Statement of Doug O'Brien 
Deputy Under Secretary for Rural Development 

Before tbe Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Development, 
Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 

Chainnan Aderholt, Ranking Member Farr and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the 

opportunity to present the President's 2014 Budget for the Department of Agriculture's (USDA) 

Rural Development mission area. I am accompanied this morning by Mr. John Padalino, Ms. 

Lillian Salerno and Ms. Tammye Trevino, Administrators for Rural Development's Utilities, 

Business and Cooperatives, and Housing and Community Facilities Programs. I respectfully ask 

that their statements be included in the record. Also with me is Mr. Michael Young, USDA's 

Budget Officer. 

President Obama believes that "strong rural communities are the key to a stronger America." 

USDA Rural Development, as the only Federal Department with the primary responsibility of 

serving rural areas, takes seriously our responsibility and key role in supporting the continued 

revitalization of rural America and the Nation. 

Since 2009, President Obama's commitment and this Committee's support have brought about 

significant investment in rural communities that has made them stronger and more vibrant. 

USDA Rural Development alone has directly invested or guaranteed more than $131 billion over 

the last four years in broadband, businesses, housing, safe water, community facilities and more 

that have benefited not only the communities our agency serves, but the overall economy. 

As you know, rural America has unique challenges and assets. Rural communities are 

characterized by their isolation from population centers and product markets and benefit most 

from initiatives that integrate local institutions and businesses with State and Federal agencies 
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that have intimate knowledge of local needs. To address these unique challenges, Congress has 

provided USDA with a variety of programs that comprehensively attend to the rural dynamic. 

The presence of USDA field offices in every State helps us serve the specific needs of local 

communities. USDA Rural Development employees are able to identify a wide range of 

community and economic development resources for local elected officials, business owners, 

families, farmers and ranchers, schools, nonprofits, cooperatives and tribes. USDA Rural 

Development staffs are located throughout the Nation and are members ofthe communities they 

serve and possess expert knowledge of the economic challenges and opportunities that exist in 

their particular region. 

USDA Rural Development assistance includes direct and guaranteed loans, grants, technical 

assistance, and other payments. We provide assistance to intermediaries that make loans or 

provide technical assistance to the ultimate beneficiaries. We require or encourage recipients, in 

several programs, to contribute their own resources or obtain third-party financing to support the 

total cost of projects, in which case these programs leverage USDA's support with private sector 

financing. 

Through USDA Rural Development's infrastructure development programs, we make 

investments in rural utility systems that helped improve and expand the rural electrical grid, 

provide clean drinking water to rural communities, and deliver increased Internet service to rural 

families and to businesses, allowing them to compete in the global economy. In 2012, we 

provided nearly 64,000 rural households, businesses and community institutions with new or 

better access to broadband Internet service, provided more than 8 million consumers with new or 

improved electric service, and provided 2.5 million of our borrower's customers with new or 

improved water or wastewater service. 

Through USDA Rural Development's business and cooperative loan, grant, and technical 

assistance programs, the agency helped thousands of rural small business owners and agricultural 

producers improve their enterprises, including those related to renewable energy. Beyond direct 

assistance to these business owners and producers, financial support from USDA also creates 
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lasting economic development opportunities in the rural communities where the projects are 

located. Business and cooperative funding created or saved over 52,000 rural jobs in 2012. 

Not only have we supported small businesses, but we also support the social infrastructure that 

makes rural communities attractive to small business owners and their employees. USDA Rural 

Development's Community Facilities loan and grant program provided assistance to construct or 

improve 215 educational facilities, and supported 168 health care projects - part of more than 

1,400 Community Facilities projects nationwide in 2012. Other key projects included support 

for local, rural emergency responders. 

Finally, the USDA Rural Development housing program ensures that rural families have access 

to safe well-built, affordable homes. In 2012, more than 153,000 families with limited to 

moderate incomes purchased homes utilizing our housing programs. We also helped about 7,000 

rural individuals or families repair their existing homes under our home repair loan and grant 

program. More than 400,000 low- and very-low income people were able to live in USDA

financed multi-family housing thanks to rental assistance. 

At Rural Development we continue to recognize the responsibility we share to help shoulder the 

burden of deficit reduction and, as such, have pursued continual process improvements to ensure 

that our agency operates as a responsible steward oftaxpayer dollars. Over the past ten years, 

Rural Development's portfolio has more than doubled and now stands at $183 billion. 

The agency has also embraced multiple streamlining efforts to reduce operating costs. Rural 

Development contributed to savings under the Secretary's Blueprint/or Stronger Service by 

consolidating and reorganizing its field office structure, providing projected savings of$758,000 

annually. These efforts are continuing and are expected to result in additional savings over the 

next few years. Rural Development achieved savings of $1.3 million with reductions in printing, 

supplies and promotional items. Furthermore, the agency anticipates savings from data center 

consolidation at our National Information Technology Center and using specific services that 

would cost less money. 
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In terms of staff, since the beginning of fiscal year 2012, USDA Rural Development has reduced 

nearly 18 percent of its workforce or 1,053 people. Those reductions will save the agency more 

than $95 million per year in staff costs moving forward, however, at a certain point we risk the 

integrity of the delivery of the programs and the servicing of a burgeoning portfolio. The chart 

below illustrates the agency-wide challenge of rapidly increasing program level funding and a 

steady decrease in staffing resources. This type of dynamic strains the agency's ability to 

responsibly deliver and service the programs provided for and funded by Congress. 
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Despite our best efforts to prepare for additional funding reductions through these prudent 

actions, we cannot prevent the negative impact of the March I sequestration or across-the-board 

reductions in every Rural Development program as outlined in the Consolidated and Further 

Continuing Appropriations Act of2013. We will have to cut back on essential services. The 

reduced level of program funding will mean that rental assistance will not be available for more 

than 15,000 very low income rural residents, generally elderly, disabled, and single family heads 

of households, who live in multi-family housing in rural areas. We are also concerned that there 
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will be a need to furlough employees during 2013 unless other means can be found to address the 

funding situation. We are doing our best to avoid furloughs because it would be disruptive to 

rural communities, emergency personnel and residents who rely on our services; however, it 

remains a distinct possibility at this time. 

That said, we know that American taxpayers expect more, so we are continually looking for 

ways to improve, innovate and modernize. The Rural Housing Service (RHS) directed each 

State office to centralize the loan guarantee process for the Single Family Housing Guaranteed 

program. The purpose of the initiative is to maximize efficiencies that enable a reduction in staff 

time while still meeting audit requirements and providing states flexibility. Each state was 

instructed to centralize the guarantee process into one entry point, and then electronically 

distribute workflow to the appropriate workstation where the designated employee was located. 

The purpose was not to reassign employees to a central office location, but to deploy technology 

for a process improvement as a remedy for staff reductions. The result of the centralization 

initiative has been a success. All States have centralized their guarantee workflow process or are 

in the process of implementing it. Some States even implemented the same workflow for other 

Rural Development programs. 

RHS hopes to go even further in 2014 with a proposal that will make USDA's guaranteed home 

loan program a direct endorsement program, which is consistent with Veterans Affairs and 

Housing and Urban Development's guaranteed home loan programs. This will make RHS more 

efficient and allow the Single Family Housing staff to refocus on other unmet needs. 

RHS is also in the process of instituting an automation project known as "Automated Loan 

Closing" or "ALC," that will eliminate the need for staff to process paper checks for guarantee 

fees. It will eliminate the double entry of data and automate the scanning of critical loan closing 

documents. It will also enable an e-signature feature which will eliminate the need for staff to 

print and sign a Loan Note Guarantee. The ALC project will begin deployment nationwide this 

summer. 

The Rural Utilities Service (RUS) has also undertaken initiatives to improve performance and 

accountability measures. In FY 2010, we launehed a process improvement project to address 
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issues related to the Rural Alaska Village Grant Program. A Steering Committee composed of 

senior officials from both the national and State offices of USDA Rural Development, Alaska 

Department of Environmental Conservation, Alaska Native Tribal Health Consortium, Indian 

Health Service, Environmental Protection Agency and the Denali Commission was formed and 

convened in Anchorage. Tn June 2011, the partners, signed a Memorandum Of Understanding 

outlining a streamlined application process, new grant agreements, improved accountability 

measures and other critical documents. Today, we are seeing the results of those efforts with 

projects being built serving Alaskan villages, many for the first time. Based on these successes, 

we are in the process of codifying the streamlining of this program through a regulation that we 

plan to announce later this year. 

RUS is also undergoing a business process review (BPR) in electric and telecom programs to 

consolidate and streamline program activities, both in the field and in the national office as a 

result of exponential increases in the portfolio size, coupled with diminishing staff resources. 

This activity includes increased use oftechnology, staff reorganization and retraining, and 

potential revision of program regulations to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of program 

delivery. 

In Rural Business and Cooperative Service (RBS) we established a field structure, consisting of 

ten regions. The structure allows the National office to provide direction and oversight for all 

RBS programs nationally, with reliance on two Regional Coordinators (East and West), and ten 

RBS Team Leaders (State program directors) that provide guidance to the State RBS program 

directors in their regions. This regional structure improves agency efficiency and effectiveness, 

which is vital as RBS addresses reductions to budget and staffing levels. 

With its regional structure, RBS is able to save on travel and training expenses by reducing the 

number of staff that attend training. Typically, Regional coordinators work with National office 

staff to train team leaders who then provide guidance and direction to the program directors in 

their region. 
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This approach also improves communication across the agency, resulting in greater consistency 

in program delivery. The regional structure provides a network for sharing institutional 

knowledge, best practices, and solutions to common challenges within a region. 

RBS' regional structure also enables offices to address gaps in staffing by sharing human 

resources. For instance, a team leader can temporarily help with program delivery in a state if a 

program director retires or leaves the agency. This is especially important now, as RBS has lost a 

number of program directors over the last several years. Not only do team leaders help fill in 

where a program director position is vacant they also provide training and guidance to new 

program directors. Over the last few years this has been essential to the agency's success in 

supporting the many programs delivered by RBS, with fewer staff. 

Under the budget proposal, we continue to seek efficiencies to better serve the American people. 

For example, the budget includes $55 million for a new economic development grant program 

designed to target small and emerging private businesses and cooperatives in rural areas with 

populations of 50,000 or less. This new program will award funding to grantees that meet or 

exceed minimum performance targets, and that agree to be tracked against those performance 

targets. This consolidation will utilize all existing authorities available under the Rural Business 

Opportunity Grant, Rural Business Enterprise Grant, Rural Microenterprise Assistance Grant, 

Rural Cooperative Development Grant, Small/Socially Disadvantaged Producer Grant and Rural 

Community Development Initiative Grant programs. Doing so will enable RBS to leverage 

resources to create greater wealth, improve quality of life, and sustain and grow the regional 

economy. The new program is also expected to improve the agency's current grant allocation 

and evaluation process. 

The President's budget reflects his commitment to jobs, growth and opportunity for America. 

With a proposed budget authority of $2.3 billion and a proposed program level of $35 billion, the 

three agencies of Rural Development are fully engaged in efforts to increase opportunities and 

address the challenges unique to rural America. The budget provides $662 million in funding for 

salaries and expenses needed to carry out USDA Rural Development programs. This level of 

funding will support an estimated staff level of 5,000 in 2014 - many of whom are located in 
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rural areas throughout the United States and Puerto Rico. In addition, the budget requests that 

$32 million of the total funding provided for salaries and expenses to be set aside for information 

technology investments for the Comprehensive Loan Program. Investing in modernizing this 

system will ensure that all loan programs are serviced with up to date technology safeguarding 

the portfolio from cyber threats and upgrading the management capabilities for the agency. 

I take great pride in noting that our largest programs at Rural Development, the Electric, 

Telecommunications, Community Facilities Direct Loan, and the Single Family Housing 

Guarantee programs require no Federal funding and are all operating at a negative subsidy rate. 

The budget also supports $1.2 billion in Water and Waste Disposal direct loans at no Federal 

cost due to improved performance of the program. However, I note that as savings from 

programs have been realized due to program performance and low interest rates, funding for 

S&E has not kept pace. The S&E request needs to be fully funded in order to realize the full 

authorized loan levels in these most efficient programs. The execution of these programs, 

particularly in an extremely challenging economic environment, is a win for taxpayers, rural 

residents and communities working to enhance their quality of life and increase their economic 

opportunities. 

Rural Development is known as an agency that can help build a community from the ground up. 

Today, we are assisting rural America prepare for the global challenges of the 21 st century by 

looking not only within a community for defining strengths and opportunities, but to regions and 

strategic partners, where one community or program can complement and draw upon the 

resources of another to create jobs and strengthen economies. 

We are resolutely pursing President Obama's vision of an America that promotes the economic 

well-being of all Americans. In rural communities, we support entrepreneurs and innovators, 

individuals and families, the youth and the elderly. We support entire communities. We do so 

by financing housing for individuals, families and the elderly, building schools and emergency 

centers, connecting leading doctors to rural clinics and hospitals, and encouraging business 

startups and expansions. We know our investments will pay dividends for years to come. 
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I appreciate the opportunity to work with members of the Subcommittee to build a foundation for 

American competitiveness. The President has offered a responsible, balanced budget that 

continues to meet key priorities and includes targeted investments to support long-term job 

creation and renewed economic expansion. Moving forward will require hard work and sacrifice 

from everyone, and Rural Development is committed to doing its part. I am confident that the 

agencies of Rural Development will successfully implement the programs needed for a thriving 

rural America. 

I appreciate the opportunity to testify today before Members of the Committee. This budget 

proposal supports our efforts and helps us fulfill the promise of rural communities. Thank you 

for your support of Rural Development programs. I am happy to answer your questions on the 

budget proposals at this time. 
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O'Brien, 

O'Brien J.D., LL.M., was appointed Deputy Under Secretary 
r USDA Rural Development on August 1, 2011. Prior to his 

appointment, O'Brien served as a Senior Advisor to Secretary Tom Vilsack and 
Chief of Staff to Deputy Secretary Kathleen Merrigan. 

Before joining the United States Department of Agriculture, O'Brien served as 
the Assistant Director at the Ohio Department of Agriculture. In this capacity, he 
assisted the Director in administering the day-to-day operations of that 
department in such areas as plant industries, animal health, and its laboratories. 
In addition, he was responsible for developing the department's biofuels, 
bioproducts and renewable energy policy efforts. 

O'Brien has also served as Senior Advisor to Iowa Governor Chet Culver, Interim 
Co-Director for the National Agricultural Law Center in Fayetteville, Ark., and 
Senior Staff Attorney at the Drake Agricultural Law Center in Des Moines, Iowa. 

He is former counsel for the u.s. Senate Agriculture Committee, where he 
worked on the 2002 Farm Bill, livestock marketing, concentration, agricultural 
credit, and cooperative issues. 

He also served as Legislative Assistant for Representative Leonard Boswell, 
focusing primarily on Rep. Boswell's work on the House Agriculture Committee, 
and as a Clerk for Justice Jerry Larson of the Iowa Supreme Court. O'Brien 
graduated from Loras College and earned a Juris Doctorate with honors from the 
University of Iowa. In addition, he holds a Master's Degree in Agricultural Law 
from the University of Arkansas. 

O'Brien, who was raised on a diversified farm in Iowa, has dedicated his career 
to agriculture and rural policy. (August 2011) 
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RURAL HOUSING SERVICE 

Statement of Tammye Trevino, Administrator, 
Before the subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Development 

Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 

Chairman Aderholt, Ranking Member Farr and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the 

opportunity to present the President's 2014 Budget for the Department of Agriculture's (USDA) 

Rural Housing Service (RHS). 

As the only Federal Department with the primary responsibility of serving rural areas, the 

presence of USDA field offices in every state helps us serve the specific housing needs of local 

communities. USDA's housing programs ensure that rural families have access to safe, well

built, affordable homes. In Fiscal Year (FY) 2012, more than 153,000 families with limited to 

moderate incomes purchased homes utilizing our housing programs. We also helped about 7,000 

rural individuals or families repair their existing homes under our horne repair loan and grant 

program. More than 400,000 low and very-low income people were able to live in safe and 

affordable USDA-financed multi-family housing. More than 280,000 ofthese households were 

able to afford this thanks to rental assistance. 

We also support the social infrastructure needed to make rural communities attractive to small 

business owners, employees and families. The Community Facilities program, also part of the 

RHS portfolio, provided assistance to construct or improve 215 educational facilities and 

supported 168 health care projects - part of more than 1,400 projects supported nationwide in 

FY 2012. 

In FY 2014, the mission of the RHS remains unchanged. Through mortgage finance and 

refinance, as well as rental subsidies, we will continue to make housing opportunities 

available and affordable to rural Americans as they continue to work to ensure the security 

and prosperity of our Nation. We will seek to ensure that communities have access to the 
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capital they require to expand local infrastructure and build a lasting foundation for renewed 

economic growth. For 2014, RHS requests total budget authority of $1.13 billion, 

supporting a program level of approximately $27.23 billion in loans, loan guarantees, grants, 

and technical assistance. 

RHS is the only Federal agency that provides direct single family housing loans to very-low and 

low income rural borrowers. The continuation of this program is crucial to maintaining access to 

affordable mortgage credit in rural America. Without these housing programs, it is possible that 

many rural residents would be without a home and dependant on other, more costly, assistance 

programs. 

Our programs have grown significantly in recent years and that expansion has helped 

satisfY the homeownership and community development aspirations of many thousands of 

families across rural America. As we embark upon an era of much tighter budgets and 

significant reductions to salaries and expenses, our success will be gaugcd not only by how 

many new loans we can provide, but by how well we continue to manage the program and 

portfolio risks associated with existing loan obligations. Careful monitoring of our portfolio 

and effective management of its risk has always been among our topmost priorities. We 

view the expansion of our programs as tacit recognition of their importance to underserved 

rural communities, and we are grateful to Congress for the shared commitment to our 

mission. 

Today, after experiencing staffing reductions in offices around the country, our shrinking 

portfolio servicing and risk management capability struggles to keep pace with the 

origination requirements of our expanding programs. As Secretary Vilsack emphasized in his 

testimony on the 2014 budget, any further reduction in funding for our back office operations 

would significantly impair our ability to deliver critical services, and would imperil our efforts 

to manage an increasingly complex workload with less money and fewer workers. 

2 
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Single Family Housing SFH) 

The impressive FY 2012 results posted by the Single Family Housing (SFH) Guaranteed 

program underscore both the successes and the challenges of expansion. For the seventh 

consecutive year, the total amount of rural home loans guaranteed has increased - from 

$2.9 billion in 2006 to $19.2 billion last year. In 2012, more than 145,000 guarantees were 

issued. By the end of FY 2012, we had provided more than 1 million rural families guaranteed 

loans for purchase and refinance since the SFH Guaranteed program started with a small pilot 

program in 1987. FY 2013 promises to be another record breaking year of about $24 billion, the 

current authorized level. 

The 2014 budget request proposes a continuation of the program level for the SFH Guaranteed 

program at $24 billion, which could provide over 171,000 homeownership opportunities in 2014. 

This level of funding is supported by a fee structure which, coupled with low and stable default 

rates, results in a negative subsidy program requiring no budget authority. As in 2013, the fee 

structure includes a 2 percent up-front fee and 0.4 percent annual fee for both purchase and 

refinance transactions. The budget also includes language that will make the SFH guaranteed 

program a direct endorsement program, which is consistent with VA and HUD's guaranteed 

home loan programs. This will make RHS more efficient and allow the single family housing 

staff to refocus on the other unmet needs. 

A pilot program implemented a year ago has increased the applications for refinancing loans. 

Refinance loans can be made to borrowers with existing USDA loans through our 

Guaranteed or Direct home loan programs. The pilot program expands eligibility for 

mortgage refinancing by eliminating the need for a credit report if a borrower has been 

current on loan payments for 12 consecutive months. Providing homeowners a new refinance 

option helps them keep their homes, pay their bills, and invigorate the local economy 

through increased consumer spending. Because these loans are already part of the existing 

USDA portfolio and because this pilot will lower monthly payments for borrowers, it will 

also mitigate portfolio risk and help protect taxpayers by reducing the incidence of default 

3 
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and subsequent foreclosure. The pilot has resulted in 3,700 refinance transactions in 35 States 

through April 10, 2013. 

SFH Direct loans and housing repair grants are both funded at reduced levels for FY 2014. 

This again reflects budgetary constraints and places increased emphasis within RHS on cost

efficiency as an important determinant of program viability. On an absolute basis, the lower

cost guaranteed loan program, which serves low and moderate income homeowners, dwarfs 

the reduction of the SFH Direct program, which serves very low and low-income 

homeowners and historically low interest rates mean that lower income applicants are able to 

qualify for the guaranteed program. 

At a requested program level of $360 million, the direct loan program is expected to provide 

just over 3, I 00 homeownership opportunities to very-low and low income borrowers. This is a 

reduction of $357 million in program level. This reflects that with a $24 billion guarantee 

single family housing loan level and interest rates at their lowest levels in decades, demand for 

the historical levels should be waning, and the focus should be on the utilizing the guarantee 

program to its fullest extent. 

Given the current budget limitations, Mutual and Self-Help grants to local non-profit groups 

that provide assistance to families building their own homes is funded at a maintenance level 

of $10 million. In addition, a few minimally funded housing assistance grants were eliminated. 

Through the SFH Housing Repair grant program, USDA will provide approximately 4,100 

grants to very-low income, elderly, rural homeowners in order to make essential safety-and 

health-related repairs to their homes. For 2014, the budget is requesting $26 million in the 

repair loan program which will allow us to serve over 4,700 of the lowest income rural 

homeowners and optimizes historically low interest rates that allow lower income families to 

qualify for affordable repair loans. 

4 
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In response to tightening budgets, RHS has continued to explore more cost efficient 

business models. Among them are the Real Estate Owned (REO)/Foreclosure and Single 

Family Housing Guaranteed centralization initiatives that could eliminate operational 

redundancies both within and among States. In addition to their cost benefits, these 

streamlining efforts reflect the Department's commitment to a "best-practices" approach 

with regard to the implementation of business process controls. 

Multi-Family Housing Programs (MFH) 

The Multi-Family Housing (MFH) budget reaffirms Rural Development's commitment to 

providing affordable housing options to the poorest of the poor in rural America. The 

average income of these program tenants is approximately $11,000 per year. The total 

program level request for MFH programs is $1.28 billion, 79 percent or just over $1 billion, 

is for MFH Rental Assistance contract renewals. The requested rental assistance is sufficient 

to accommodate the expected over 230,000 rental assistance contracts that will be renewed. 

The 2014 budget also includes are-proposal of legislation to gain authorities for USDA's 

RHS staff to have access to the Health and Human Service National Database of New Hires 

as well as Internal Revenue Service data, similar to what Housing and Urban Development 

has for its project based rent programs. This will help reduce improper payments in its 

means- tested programs, where the biggest benefit will most likely be in the Rental 

Assistance grant program. 

The 2014 budget request proposes $26 million in program level for the Section 515 direct 

loan program as well as about $37.7 million in program level for the Multi-Family Preservation 

and Revitalization (MPR) Program. The high cost of housing replacement and the need to 

protect taxpayer investment in housing assets supports the request for preservation and 

management ofRHS' existing housing portfolio. The funding of the revitalization program 

provides the tools needed to preserve RHS' aging portfolio of rental housing. The 2014 budget 

also includes a legislative proposal to provide permanent authorization for MPR tools. The MPR 

tools we have been using through annual demonstration program authority are a more efficient 

way to revitalize the existing multi-family housing portfolio. Enacting permanent authority 
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for the current MPR tools will provide flexible financial tools for critical multi-family 

housing preservation. 

The budget request proposes $32.6 million in BA for the combined MPR and Rural 

Housing Voucher Program. The voucher funding provides a rental subsidy to supplement the 

tenant's rent payment in properties that leave the portfolio either through prepayment or 

foreclosure. The budget requests for MFH Section 514/516 Fann Labor Housing is 

approximately $32.1 million in program level funding. 

Community Facilities Programs (CF) 

The Community Facilities (CF) budget request will provide financing for the construction and 

improvement of essential community infrastructure and facilities across rural America, 

including hospitals, schools, libraries, clinics, child care centers, and public safety facilities. The 

budget proposes $1.5 billion for direct loans, which is the optimal loan level given expected 

demand and underwriting ability of the RHS staff. The CF program will continue to provide 

critical health, public safety and educational benefits to over 9 million rural residents. The 

performance of these loans, coupled with the current economic assumptions and interest rate 

projections have translated into a negative subsidy cost for this program in FY 2014. The CF 

program continues to be a resource across rural America, as communities come together to 

modernize critical community infrastructure that is vital to improving rural health and 

educational outcomes and attract new businesses, quality jobs and improve economic growth. In 

addition, CF has been successful in leveraging direct loan funds through public private 

partnerships with capital credit markets and institutional investors seeking to invest in social 

infrastructure. 

The budget proposes no funding for the CF guaranteed loan program since the direct loan 

program has become less costly, nor the Economic Impact Initiative (Ell) Grant programs. The 

gradual increase in the direct loan program, coupled with private public partnerships, will more 

than offset the effects of the guaranteed loan program termination. For the Ell grant program, 
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which provides assistance to rural communities with extreme unemployment and severe 

economic depression, the regular CF grant program can be used to fund these projects. 

The 2014 budget no longer includes a CF set-aside for the Rural Community Development 

Initiative (RCDJ). Activities similar to those provided through RCDJ and the other grant 

programs will be consolidated and provided through the new Rural Business and Cooperative 

Grant program in the Rural Business and Cooperative Service. The new program will assist a 

wide range of recipients, including economic development organizations, business and 

community intermediaries, tribes and individuals. The new program will use an evidence-based 

model in awarding funding where grantees must meet minimum performance targets that 

encourage private sector growth. 

In FY 2012, we invested over $253 million ofCF funding in 215 educational and cultural 

facilities serving a population totaling more than 3.8 million rural residents; over $126 million in 

413 public safety facilities serving a population totaling more than 2.2 million rural residents; 

and over $862 million in 168 health care facilities serving a population totaling more than 4.3 

million rural residents. The remaining balance was used for other essential community facilities 

such as food banks and other food security projects, community centers, early storm warning 

systems, child care centers, and homeless shelters. 

Conclusion 

As we consider the best way to position limited resources in 2014 to serve the complex needs of 

rural areas, we are confident that RHS will successfully implement the programs needed for a 

thriving rural America. USDA reaffirms its commitment to rural America in this budget 

proposal that balances the needs of the most poor, evident in the renewal of rental assistance 

subsidies, while still responding to the need for wealth creation in rural America, through the 

enormous growth and investments provided by the SFH guaranteed and CF direct programs. 

The budget proposal continues targeted investments that support long-term job creation and 

renewed economic expansion. 

7 
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I appreciate the opportunity to testify before Members of the Committee and with my 

distinguished colleagues from RUS and RBS. We work well together, collectively serving 

constituents, to further support American competitiveness and growth. This budget supports our 

efforts and helps us fulfill the promise of rural communities. Thank you for your support of 

RHS programs. I am happy to answer your questions at this time. 

8 
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Tammye Trevino 
Administrator for Housing and Community Facilities Programs 

On June 9, 2009, Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack appointed Tammye 

H. Trevino as Administratorior Housing and Community Facilities 

Programs in USDA's Rural Development Agency. 

Since 1999, Trevino served as CEO for FUTURO, an Uvalde, Texas, non

profit organization that was created to implement a 10-year strategic 

plan for community and economic development. Before that, she was 

the Economic Development Director for LaSalle County, Texas, where 

her accomplishments included the conversion of a 47-county, South 

Texas think tank into a non-profit organization to work on regional 

economic development. Ms. Trevino held several positions with the 

Middle Rio Grande Council of Governments, including Research 

Assistant to the Deputy Director. She also was the Director of the 9-

county region's Area Agency on Aging. Prior to her work in community 

development, Trevino spent more than 10 years in the health field 

managing a rural health clinic. 

Trevino currently serves on the President's Task Force on the Status of 

Puerto Rico and is Secretary Vilsack's representative on the United 

States Interagency Council on Homelessness. She serves on several 

Federal working groups, including one on rental policy and another on 

Single Family Housing. The groups study issues such as rehabilitating 

Rural Development's aging Multi-Family Housing portfolio and the 

effects of housing foreclosures on the mortgage industry. Trevino 

works closely with groups that address narrowbanding issues in rural 

America, health information technology requirements, and ways to 

improve the accessibility and quality of medical services in rural 

America. 

As Administrator of Housing and Community FaCilities, Trevino is 

leading a Cultural Transformation Initiative within the Agency. She is 

implementing a plan that includes hiring reform, leadership and 

employee development, work-life balance, talent management and 

diversity training and awareness. The initiative has already significantly 

improved employee satisfaction, employee diversity and labor 

relations within Rural Housing and Community Facilities. 

Trevino is certified as an Economic Development Finance Professional 

and a Housing Development Finance Professional. She received her 

Master of Business Administration from Sui Ross State University, Rio 

Grande College in Uvalde, Texas, and her Bachelor of Arts degree in 

communications from the University of Texas at San Antonio. Trevino 

is a native of Pearsall, Texas. 
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RURAL UTILITIES SERVICE 

Statement of John Padalino 
Acting Administrator, 

Before the subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Development, 
Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 

Chainnan Aderholt, Ranking Member Farr and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the 

opportunity to present the President's 2014 Budget for the Department of Agriculture's (USDA) 

Rural Utilities Service (RUS). 

A strong rural America helps build a strong American economy. To meet the goal of increasing 

economic opportunity and enhancing the quality of life in rural communities, RUS programs 

fund basic infrastructure services, including electric, telecommunications and water and waste 

facilities. RUS infrastructure investment delivers reliable, affordable electricity to power our 

homes and industries, broadband to expand access to education, healthcare, business and social 

services in rural areas, and clean, safe water to support healthy rural communities and meet 

growing needs of rural America. 

In Fiscal Year (FY) 2012, RUS financed projects that will provide over 8 million consumers with 

upgraded electric service, nearly 64,000 rural households, businesses and community institutions 

with improved access to telecommunications services, and 2.5 million rural residents with 

modem reliable water and wastewater services necessary for health, safety and economic 

opportunity. 

Business growth in a rapidly diversifying rural economy, combined with tighter environmental 

standards, have significantly increased program demand. Funding requests for the Rural 

Broadband Access Loan and Loan Guarantee Programs were down in FY 2012 and 2013 due to 

the release of new regulations for the broadband program, combined with the uncertainty of 

proposed Federal Communication Commission changes to the Universal Service Fund. 

Currently, however, RUS has identified approximately $254 million in loan applications for 
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broadband funding program currently in house or being prepared for submission. While the 

sequester and other budget challenges will affect RUS programs, we will continue to do 

everything we can to meet growing infrastructure needs of rural areas. 

Today, our rural utilities portfolio of loans outstanding is over $60 billion. While our portfolio 

balance has increased, the stafflevel to deliver these programs has declined. The success of these 

programs is in part due to our ability to work with our borrowers and leverage Federal loans to 

continue to spur rural economic growth. 

Electric Programs 

During 2012, RUS approved 119 loans and loan guarantees for electric infrastructure totaling 

$4.7 billion, which included over $1.7 billion for new or improved distribution system facilities, 

almost $1.2 million for transmission facilities, and nearly $1.4 billion for generation plant 

upgrades and additions. Generation investments included over $278 million for renewable 

generation, over $175 million for environmental improvements to existing plants, and a 

$480 million loan to South Mississippi Electric Power Association to purchase a 15 percent share 

of a new advanced integrated gas combined cycle coal plant with carbon capture and 

sequestration. In 2012, electric program loans also financed $246 million in smart grid 

investments bringing the two year total to over $396 million, far exceeding the Department's 

goal of supporting $250 million in new smart grid investment in rural communities. USDA 

investment also advances the Administration's grid modernization commitment with funding for 

over 20,341 miles of new and/or improved transmission and distribution facilities. 

RUS approved four loan guarantees totaling over $278 million in support of USDA goal to 

increase use of renewable energy. Three new renewable generation plants will use woody 

biomass fuel to serve rural electric cooperative customers in Colorado, Hawaii, and Texas. An 

RUS loan of$14.6 million to Southern Maryland Electric Cooperative's (SMECO) Solar LLC to 

build a 5.5 megawatt solar farm will help SMECO meet its State Renewable Energy Portfolio 

Standard with locally generated, customer-owned solar power. 

The budget for the Electric Programs provides for $4 billion in electric loans. Of the total, 

$3 billion will be used to fund renewable energy projects or facilities using carbon sequestration. 
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The remaining $1 billion will fund equipment to reduce emissions from utilities that generate 

power using fossil fuels. 

The proposed reduction in funding reflects the demand of borrowers during the last two fiscal 

years due to lower rates of growth in consumer electric demands and the lingering impacts of the 

recession. 

The budget also does not request funding for the 5 percent Hardship Loans because borrowers 

can access other programs at a lower rate of interest. 

Telecommunications Programs 

Broadband deployment is increasingly seen as providing a path towards increased regional 

economic development and, in the long term, creating jobs. From our long history of working 

with companies in rural America and providing capital for broadband infrastructure, we know 

that many rural areas, due to factors such as low population density and high cost associated with 

difficult terrain, cannot attract the investment required for a sustainable broadband operation. 

To meet the goal of increasing economic opportunity in rural America, RUS programs finances 

rural telecommunications infrastructure. RUS telecommunications programs, with a combined 

loan portfolio of $4.6 billion, help deliver affordable, reliable advanced telecommunications 

services to rural communities-services comparable to that in urban and suburban areas of the 

United States. The National Broadband Plan in 20 I 0 estimated that $24 billion of further 

Federal investment is necessary to bring all of rural America up to an adequate level of 

broadband service. RUS will continue to playa major role in closing the urban rural digital 

divide. 

RUS has focused on funding broadband through the traditional telecommunications program, the 

broadband program and and the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, which 

awarded over $3.4 billion in funding for broadband projects and has helped extend broadband 

access in rural areas. As a result of the Recovery Act program, over 43,197 miles of fiber and 

562 wireless access points have been deployed to serve over 99,424 households, 6,358 

businesses, and 640 libraries, educational, healthcare and public service providers across rural 
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America. In addition, since 2009, the traditional infrastructure program has provided new or 

improved service for 658,000 rural subscribers. 

The 2014 budget for the Telecommunications programs provides for $690 million in traditional 

telecommunications infrastructure loans to finance broadband projects for rural telephone service 

providers and $63 million through the broadband program authorized under the Farm Bill to fund 

broadband in rural areas. 

The Community Connect program has provided grants to rural communities completely lacking 

in broadband service, and without the resources to fund access to high-speed internet. The 

budget requests $ \0.4 million to fund these projects. 

The Distance Learning and Telemedicine program provides funds to expand access to 

educational and health care services in rural areas. The budget requests $24.95 million for this 

program. Rural areas often lack access to adequate educational and health care services, and the 

use of technology can deliver advanced placement classes to high school students, and expand 

the quality of health care though telemedicine proj ects. 

Water and Environmental Programs 

RUS Water and Environmental programs provide the most elemental of needs-access to clean, 

safe water for rural communities of 10,000 or less in population. 

Since 2009 USDA, RUS Water and Environmental Programs has invested more than $8 billion 

in new and improved infrastructure that will benefit 4.5 million households and businesses and 

12.7 million rural residents. The majority of the funds provided-nearly 70 percent-were 

loans. The program provides much needed financing to many rural communities, including the 

smallest and most economically challenged areas that often lack access to commercial credit. In 

fact, applicants must demonstrate that they cannot obtain financing from commercial lenders or 

investors to participate in the program. In FY 2012, approximately 80 percent of the projects 

funded proposed to serve rural populations of 5,000 or less. Approximately half of all projects 

funded in 2012 will serve communities ofless than 1,000 people. 
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During FY 2012, RUS water programs invested over $1.4 billion in 845 water and wastewater 

projects in rural areas nationwide that will benefit nearly 2.5 billion rural residents. RUS also 

continued the build-out of our Recovery Act projects. Over 395 projects are completed, and 

nearly all of the remaining projects are under construction, under contract, or are soliciting bids. 

Many of the 357 projects that are in active construction will be completed this year. 

In addition, RUS funded over $38.5 million in technical assistance and training activities that 

resulted in circuit riders completing nearly 100,000 technical assistance calls, training for 

thousands of rural water board members and system operators, and new tools and guides to assist 

rural water operations. 

For FY 2014, the proposed budget for RUS water and waste water loan and grant programs is 

$1.5 billion, and includes $1.2 billion in loan and $300 million in grant funds. Of that amount, 

$36 million is requested for targeted funding, such as projects for Alaskan Natives, Native 

Americans, Hawaiian Homelands and Colonias. The budget also requests approximately 

$16 million in circuit rider and technical assistance and training grant funds. 

Business Process Review and Program Streamlining 

RUS programs have been in operation for more than 77 years. During this time, RUS has 

experienced large increases in program level while continually absorbing staff reductions 

through attrition. The RUS' growing portfolio includes direct and guaranteed loans and grants. 

These programs are administered in the field and in Washington, DC. Our staffing levels 

continue to decline while program levels have increased during the past five years. RUS 

programs are under a full effort to modernize and streamline its operations and program delivery. 

As a result ofthese challenges, the RUS Electric and the Telecommunication programs have 

embarked on a business process re-engineering that will include a reorganization of the staff. 

Significant efforts for operation streamlining have also taken place in the Water and 

Environmental Programs that are primarily delivered through our State Rural Development 

Offices. Business process re-engineering is a primary operational goal of all RUS programs. 

This effort will ensure efficient program delivery, provide investments in staff development, and 

institutionalize a forum and process for continual process improvement. 
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As we consider the best way to position limited resources to serve the complex needs of rural 

areas, we are confident that RUS will successfuUy implement the programs needed for a thriving 

rural America. The budget proposal includes targeted investments to support long-term job 

creation and renewed economic expansion, while taking current economic realities into account. 

RUS programs help fund reliable electric power, essential broadband service and clean safe 

water to help rural communities continue to grow and prosper, and contribute to a stronger 

economy nationwide. 

Along with my coUeagues from RBS and RHS, I appreciate the opportunity to testify before the 

Committee on how USDA Rural Development works to support American competitiveness and 

growth. I am happy to answer your questions at this time. 
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John Charles Padalino 
Acting Administrator 
Rural Utilities Service 

John Charles Padalino was named Acting Administrator of the 
Department of Agriculture's Rural Utilities Service (RUS), a Rural 
Development agency, September 17,2012. Mr. Padalino's 
appointment follows his role as acting administrator for USDA Rural 
Development's Rural Business-Cooperative Service (RBS). Before 
coming to RBS, John served as the Acting Principal Deputy General 
Counsel for the Office of General Counsel and as Chief of Staff for 
USDA Rural Development Under Secretary Dallas Tonsager. 

Mr. Padalino holds a Bachelor of Arts degree from the University of Texas at Austin and a law 
degree from Rutgers School of Law. In his professional career, John practiced law in EI Paso, 
Texas, where hc represented rural water districts, litigated complex commercial cases, and briefed 
cases before the appellate courts of Texas and the United States Courts of Appeal. Prior to 
becoming a lawyer, Mr. Padalino workcd in the water and wastewater industry. 

RUS, the successor to the Rural Electrification Administration, has funded rural electric 
cooperative utilities since its creation May II, 1935. Currently, RUS has over $60 billion in 
asscts under management to finance electric, telecommunications and water and wastewater 
utilities serving rural areas nationwide. 
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RURAL BUSINESS-COOPERATIVE SERVICE 

Statement of Lillian Salerno, Acting Administrator 
Before the Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Development, 

Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 

Chairman Aderholt, Ranking Member Farr, and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for 

the opportunity to discuss the Administration's Fiscal Year (FY) 2014 Budget for the U.S. 

Department of Agriculture's (USDA) Rural Business-Cooperative Service (RES). 

As our Nation continues to face challenging economic times, RES programs and services, in 

partnership with other public and private sector funding, is at the forefront of improving the 

lives of rural America. Our programs not only promote rural business employment 

opportunities, they close the opportunity gaps between rural and urban areas. In fiscal year 

(FY) 2012, RBS successfully delivered approximately $1.74 billion in funding to rural America 

that helped 13,000 businesses create or save about 53,000 jobs; $1.053 billion in loan guarantees 

through our Business and Industry Guaranteed Loan Program, $95.7 million in Specialty 

Programs Division loans and grants, $537.6 million in Energy Division loans, grants, and direct 

payments, and $51.5 million in Cooperative Program grants. Our path forward is to focus on our 

ability to efficiently and responsibly provide government services that meet the needs of our 

constituents. 

The Administration's FY 2014 budget request builds on our previous successes. The 

$880 million in program level to support direct and guaranteed loans and grants will assist 

thousands of businesses and create or save over 48,000 jobs. At the same time that we seek 

opportunities to target and leverage resources for the greatest impact, RES is continually 

examining our operations and looking for opportunities to create efficiencies, which are 

described later in this testimony. 
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Administration Priorities 

As outlined in Secretary Vilsack's testimony on April 16th
, USDA will continue our leadership 

role for the economic development of our Nation's rural communities as well as creating new 

market opportunities for biofuels and clean energy and developing local and regional food 

systems. In support ofthe Administration's priorities, RES remains committed to revitalizing 

rural communities by expanding economic opportunities, creating jobs, expanding markets for 

existing rural businesses, and helping develop the next generation of farmers and ranchers. 

Capital Markets 

Affordable, available, and reliable capital is the lifeblood of economic development, and rural 

Americans must have improved access to financing - particularly long-term equity and venture 

capital - in order to thrive economically. RBS administers several loan, guaranteed loan, and 

grant programs that attract investment capital, such as the Business and Industry (B&I) 

Guarantee Loan program. In FY 2013, RBS began an initiative to aggressively pursue increasing 

access to capital in rural America through a "multi-pronged" approach. For example, RES is 

engaging its intermediary partners in a series of meetings in each State looking for opportunities 

to improve the rate at which funds in revolving loan funds established under the Intermediary 

Relending Program can be reloaned. 

In addition, we will be working with other Federal agencies to leverage our resources, including 

the establishment of project finance teams to identify larger scale projects (i.e., those of 

$50 million or more) where RES program funds alone may be insufficient for such projects to 

succeed. RES efforts to increase rural access to capital will build on our current partnerships 

with other Federal agencies and offices, including the Department of Energy (DOE) and the 

Small Business Administration (SBA). For example, we are partnering with DOE on several 

advanced biorefinery guaranteed loans and are working actively with SBA to bring private 

equity and venture capital investors together with start-up rural businesses through various 

stakeholder outreach and training events at the state and local level. 
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Local Foods 

Consumer demand for local and regional food is one of the strongest food trends in decades. 

USDA and RBS are working to build on this trend. We want to facilitate consumer interest in 

reconnecting with American agriculture and bridging the rural-urban divide. RBS has sought to 

identify projects that, while located in rural areas, can still be used to support needs in urban and 

suburban areas. For example, we can help link a rural produce marketing cooperative with an 

urban food retailer or market where there is a lack of affordable fresh produce. 

In FY 2012, RBS obligated approximately $36.9 million to projects that support local and 

regional food systems. Through programs, such as the Value Added Producer Grant (VAPG) 

and the B&I Guaranteed Loan, RBS has been able to assist rural communities and entrepreneurs 

improve their economies through developing and marketing of value added products, 

establishing farmers markets and food hubs, assisting in the development of a food co-op, and 

providing training and technical assistance on an array of problems and opportunities relating to 

the production, marketing and distribution of local and regionally produced products. 

Bioeconomy 

Secretary Vilsack is committed to unleashing the full potential of the biobased economy, which 

will bring jobs to and improve the economy of rural America. RBS is equally committed to 

growing the bioeconomy in rural areas, supporting both larger scale projects, such as a facility in 

Louisiana producing a biochemical from renewable biomass, and smaller scale projects, such as 

a feasibility study for producing biogas electric generation from hybrid forage sorghum. 

Between FY 2009 and FY 2012, our Rural Energy for America Program (REAP) funded 179 

biomass projects, totaling over $95 million in grants and loan guarantees and our Biorefinery 

Assistance Program currently has 9 conditional commitments totaling over $700 million. 
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Rural Business Programs 

In the face of significant challenges, RBS continues to make progress to help rural communities 

prosper by providing vital funding for loans and grants in rural America that would otherwise not 

be available. We maintain our vigilance in providing the best service or rural communities. 

Guaranteed Business and Industry Loans (B&I) 

Businesses in rural communities must have capital in order to create and maintain jobs. The 

Administration's budget requests $52 million in budget authority to support $740.7 million in 

loan guarantees for our B&I guaranteed loan program. We estimate that the proposed level of 

funding will assist 403 businesses in creating or saving over 15,000 jobs in FY 2014. In 

FY 2012, we obligated 401 loans totaling over $1 billion, resulting in creating or saving an 

estimated 21,750 jobs. 

As an example, Skana Aluminum Company planned to purchase and reopen an aluminum 

cookware manufacturing facility. The facility, located in Manitowoc, Wisconsin, had closed 

several times since 2002. The company received a B&I guarantee on a $10 million loan from 

Community Bank & Trust of Sheboygan, Wisconsin, to purchase the plant and buy equipment. 

Skana Aluminum Company now employs 106 full-time workers, casts over 18 million pounds of 

aluminum, and ships products to more than 40 customers. 

As another example, demand for petroleum and natural gas make wood pellets the fuel of choice 

in most European countries. However, Europe cannot produce enough wood pellets to meet its 

energy needs. The owners of SEGA Biofuels, a wood pellet manufacturer located in Nahunta, 

Georgia, used this opportunity to convert a manufacturing facility to one that could produce 

wood pellets for export to the European Union. USDA Rural Development provided SEGA 

Biofuels with an $8.37 million B&I guaranteed loan and a $1.3 million Rural Energy for 

America Program guaranteed loan, which allowed the company to purchase land, building, 

equipment, and provide working capital. SEGA secured a contract to supply wood pellets to 
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Europe. The company will retain the existing plant management team and most of the 

production staff, which will create 35 jobs in the biofuels industry. 

Intermediary Relending Program (IRP) 

The Administration's budget requests approximately $4.1 million in budget authority to support 

$18.9 million in loans to intermediaries. We estimate that the proposed level of funding will 

assist 642 businesses in creating or saving over 14,000 jobs over the life of these revolving 

funds. In FY 2012, IRP made 61 loans, totaling over $17 million. Two recent examples are: 

(I) a $158,000 IRP loan to Minority Economic Development Initiative of Western Kentucky, 

Inc., located in Hopkinsville, Kentucky, to establish a revolving loan fund to assist in financing 

startup and existing businesses in and around Christian County, a persistent poverty high 

unemployment area.; and (2) a $400,000 lRP loan to Community Resource Group, Fayetteville, 

AR, which will in turn loan these funds and $100,000 matching funds to provide low-interest 

loans to rural water and wastewater facilities, small businesses, and other community projects for 

small capital improvements and energy etliciency improvements. 

Rural Economic Development Loan and Grant Program (REDL/G) 

The Administration's budget requests approximately $33 million in loan program level and 

$ \0 million in grants. The REDLG program provides funding to rural projects through local 

utility organizations. The loan portion ofREDLG provides zero interest loans to local utilities, 

which they, in turn, pass through to local businesses (ultimate recipients) for projects that will 

create and retain employment in rural areas. The ultimate recipients repay the lending utility 

directly, who in turn repays the Agency. The grant portion ofREDLG provides grants to local 

utility organizations to establish revolving loan programs. Loans are then made from the 

revolving loan fund to projects that will create or retain rural jobs. In FY 2012, REDLG made 

65 loans, totaling approximately $41 million, and 36 grants, totaling over $9 million. 

One example is a $300,000 grant Clarke Washington EMC, Jackson, Alabama. Clarke 

Washington EMC used the grant funds along with their contribution of $133,564 to capitalize a 
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revolving loan fund. The initial use of the revolving loan fund was a loan in the amount of 

$433,564 to Washington County Hospital Association, Inc. for renovating an operating room and 

purchasing a CR scanner. The project created 8 jobs at the hospital. 

Rural Microentrepreneur Assistance Program (RMAP) 

The Administration's budget requests $1.4 million in budget authority to support $22.4 million 

in loans for this program. RBS estimates that the proposed level of funding will create or save 

over 1,000 jobs. RMAP, which was authorized in the 2008 Farm Bill, provides capital access, 

business- based training, and technical assistance to the smallest of small businesses -

businesses ofless than 10 people. Even as a relatively new program, RMAP is already showing 

results. Since 2010,75 Microdevelopment Organizations have closed 640 microloans totaling 

$17.2 million assisting microenterprises create or save over 2,300 jobs. For instance, in 2011, 

California FarmLink received a $500,000 RMAP loan to capitalize a Rural Microloan Revolving 

Fund and $105,000 technical assistance grant to provide technical assistance and training to rural 

microentrepreneurs and microenterprises. California FarmLink has made 26 micro loans to 9 

businesses and microenterprises totaling $331,000, assisting in creating or saving over 90 jobs. 

One example of their microloan recipients is a $10,000 operating loan to a floral business owner 

to help her with a floral business. In 2012, she generated approximately $48,000 in sales and 

fully repaid the loan on time. 

Energy Programs 

As the President stated in his State of the Union address this year, "After years of talking 

about it, we are finally poised to control our own energy future. We have doubled the 

distance our cars will go on a gallon of gas, and the amount of renewable energy we generate 

from sources like wind and solar - with tens of thousands of good, American jobs to show for 

it." The President continues to encourage an "all of the above" strategy that taps into all types 

of energy resources. RBS continues to be a leader in promoting the creation and expansion of 

renewable energy projects and jobs in rural areas. 
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RBS currently administers programs specific to energy that promote a cleaner and more 

sustainable energy future through investments in advanced biofuels, renewable energy, and 

energy efficiency. Since 2009, these programs have invested over $1 billion in biorefineries, 

renewable energy, and energy efficiency systems through grants, loan guarantees, and 

assistance payments. The budget will support renewable energy systems and energy 

efficiency improvement projects funded through the Rural Energy for America Program. 

Renewable energy projects are also eligible for funding through our B&I Guaranteed Loan, 

Value-Added Producer Grant, and Rural Economic Development Loan and Grant programs. 

Rural Energy for America Program (REAP) 

The Rural Energy for America Program is the agency's most successful and competitive 

renewable energy program. The budget requests $19.7 million to support a program level of 

$52.4 million for this program, which will generate/save 2,234 million kilowatt hours of 

renewable energy. In FY 2012, REAP awarded over $21 million in grants and over $14 million 

in loan guarantees to fund 872 projects in all 50 States and most territories for renewable energy 

systems, energy efficiency improvements, feasibility studies, energy audits, and renewable 

energy development assistance. Two recent example projects are: (l) a $20,000 REAP grant to 

Whitaker's Food Stores, a family-owned business located in Mayking, Kentucky, for the 

replacement of the store's outdated lighting system and inefficient refrigeration and freezer 

equipment with energy-efficient systems that helps the company reduce energy consumption by 

564,671 kWh each year, which amounts to a 63-percent energy savings; and (2) a $410,000 

REAP loan guarantee and a $203,000 REAP grant to Lyall Enterprises, Inc., of Pauma Valley, 

California, for the purchase and installation of a 106.8 KW -AC solar energy system, which 

produces approximately 220,000 kWh, sufficient to provide the annual electricity needs ofthe 

ranch's 9 irrigation pumps. 

Earlier this month, RBS published a proposed rule for REAP that will, among other changes, 

simplify the application process, especially for those applicants with projects whose total project 

costs are $80,000 or less. For example, when compared to the current rule, the application 

burden for a project whose total project costs is $80,000 or less under the proposed rule is 
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estimated to be reduced by approximately 50 percent. Under the proposed rule, the RBS 

estimates that the amount of resources to process and administer all REAP applications and 

awards compared to the current rule will be significantly reduced. The new application process 

and the other changes being proposed illustrate our commitment to improving the efficiency of 

our programs and reducing burden to both the public and the government. 

Rural Cooperative Programs 

An important business model and the cornerstone for business development in some rural 

communities, cooperatives provide rural residents with job opportunities, enhanced educational 

and healthcare services, and products that enable them to compete with their urban and suburban 

counterparts. Opportunities are created locally and revenues are maintained and re-circulated 

locally. 

Value-Added Producer Grant Program (VAPG) 

The Administration's budget requests $15 million in funding for this program assisting 116 

businesses. This level of funding allows RBS to maintain this important program, which 

encourages producers to refine or cnhance their products, increasing their value and their returns 

to producers. In FY 2012, VAPG made 309 awards for approximately $40.4 million in 44 States 

and Puerto Rico. Since FY 2009, RBS has made 495 awards for over $60 million to support 

value added businesses across the country. Thc successes ofVAPG are seen throughout the 

United Sates. For example, Cumberland Farmer's Market in Sewanee, Tennessee, received a 

$43,276 VAPG in 2012 for expanding their existing operation of aggregation and distribution of 

local food for retail sales into the wholesale market by developing a regional food hub. The food 

hub provides small and medium sized family farms with the aggregation and distribution 

services necessary to sell local agricultural products to area businesses and institutions. Some of 

the funds have been used to develop their website as well as create a logo, which can be seen in 

the attached photo painted on the side of one of their trucks. Farmers are able to market their 

goods to local businesses, such as Julia's Fine Foods and Mooney's Market Emporium, as well 

as to local universities, such as Sewanee, the University of the South. 
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Creating Efficiencies by Streamlining Programs and Operations 

In May of last year, the President issued a memo to agencies through the Office of Management 

and Budget calling for increased use of evidence and evaluation in the 2014 budget. Since that 

time, USDA has worked to identify key areas where a stronger emphasis on evidence and 

evaluation would improve their effectiveness. Where evidence is strong about what works or 

doesn't work, we've applied it to our budget decisions. For example, the budget includes 

$55 million for a new evidenced based business grant program that will replace seven existing 

programs and allow RBS to target funding on what works best to create jobs and foster growth. 

One of the challenges we face in rural America is assessing economic impact because the 

communities and the grant dollars are small. The goal here is to move the dial in a measurable 

way. That's why the budget increases funding by 22 percent over the pre-sequester funding level 

for 2013 and awards funding to grantees that meet or exceed minimum performance targets, and 

that agree to be tracked against those performance targets. The proposed $55 million is 

anticipated to assist in creating/saving 13,903 jobs. 

This new grant program consolidates several existing Rural Development grant programs 

including: the Rural Business Enterprise Grant, Rural Business Opportunity Grant, Rural 

Cooperative Development Grant, Small and Socially Disadvantaged Producer Grant programs, 

RMAP grants, and Rural Community Development Initiative grants. In creating this new grant 

program, RBS will streamline existing grant processes and programs, which will improve both 

efficiency and effectiveness, to better serve the agency's mission to ensure that rural 

communities are self-sustaining, repopulating, and thriving economically. In addition, this 

program will use an evidence based model in awarding funding where grantees must meet 

minimum performance targets that encourage private sector growth. Once in place, the new 

grant program will assist a wide range of recipients, including economic development 

organizations, business and community intermediaries, cooperatives, associations of 

cooperatives, universities, and tribes. 

Over the last few years, the national office implemented an administrative structure that 

enhances the national office's ability to provide direction and oversight to our State offices. The 
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new structure consists often regions, two regional coordinators, and ten RBS team leaders who 

provide guidance to the State RBS program directors in their regions. This structure enables 

RBS to save on travel and training expenses while ensuring consistent communication and 

learning. For example, national office staff work with the regional coordinators to train team 

leaders who then provide guidance and direction to the program directors in their region. This 

approach improves communication across the agency, resulting in greater consistency in 

program delivery by providing a network for sharing institutional knowledge, best practices, and 

solutions to common challenges. Ultimately, this structure has enabled the national office to 

more effectively administer RBS programs, while adjusting to new human capital realities as 

more senior staff leave and we prepare our next leaders. 

Conclusion 

Thank you for your time, Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee. The Rural 

Business-Cooperative Service is committed to promoting economic prosperity in rural 

communities through improved access to capital and economic development on a regional scale. 

RBS will continue to achieve this important mission while implementing operational efficiencies 

that result in successful outcomes for our programs and the people we serve. With your help, we 

will continue working to bridge the opportunity gap between rural and urban areas. I am 

available to provide any additional information as requested. 
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lillian Salerno Biography 
Acting Administrator: Rural Busines5*Cooperative Services 

On September 14, 2012, Lillian Salerno became the Acting Administrator for the 
Rural Business-Cooperative Services (RBCS) agency of the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture's Rural Development mission area. In this capacity, Ms. Salerno works to 
promote job growth in rural America through several grants and loans programs to 
help entrepreneurs and small business owners create jobs. She also oversees the 
USDA's bio-energy portfolio, which helps spur groundbreaking technology in biomass 
facilities, and encourages the commercialization of bio-fuel products for domestic 
renewable energy. 

Additionally, Ms. Salerno serves on the White House National Economic Council's 
"Investing in Manufacturing Communities" initiative to promote capacity building in 
U.S. manufacturing. 

The focus of Lillian Salerno's career has been promoting and empowering populations through government 
initiatives and entrepreneurship. As a former business owner in rural Texas, Lillian understands what is like to start 
a business from the ground up. She has played the role of applicant, community leader, and international activist; 
and through these experiences she has gained strong compassion for those working to promote economic growth 
and prosperity for others. She has made it her mission to support innovative entrepreneurship in rural 
communities across the country. 

Ms. Salerno holds a B.A. in Latin American Studies from the University of Texas at Austin, an MA in Sociology from 
the University of North Texas, and a J.D. from Southern Methodist University. 
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SEQUESTRATION IMPLEMENTATION

Mr. ADERHOLT. We will go ahead and start with the questions. 
I mentioned when you do speak, just pull the microphone up to you 
just to make sure we get that recorded. 

In the first few months of this year, we have heard Secretary 
Vilsack repeatedly say that sequestration would require USDA to 
furlough the meat inspectors. You state that because of sequester, 
Rural Development will not be able to provide rental assistance to 
some 15,000 individuals late in the summer. We have never heard 
about this until sequestration took effect. Your testimony also 
states that there may be a need to furlough Rural Development 
employees unless other means can be found to address the funding 
situation.

Yesterday it is my understanding this Subcommittee received the 
Department’s interchange request to remedy this. It is surprising 
that USDA proposes further cuts to the Single Family Direct Loan 
Program given the significant reduction in the budget request. We 
will be reviewing the request. 

The question is how is USDA going to manage the reduction in 
funding for the rental assistance program? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for that question, and 
thank you for raising the fact that the Secretary sent his notice of 
intention to interchange yesterday. 

To your question on rental assistance, what we have already 
done is sent a letter to each of the owners of multi-family prop-
erties that have a rental assistance contract to give them notice of 
the situation we find ourselves in this year. 

As I mentioned in the testimony, what we have done in the last 
weeks and months is work very closely with our Office of General 
Counsel to determine what servicing options we have to minimize 
the negative impact on the tenants from the reduction in the rental 
assistance number. This could include, and it will be a case-by-case 
situation depending on the particular property, but this could in-
clude things such as deferring loan payments; it could include 
things such as asking the property owner to utilize their reserve 
to make sure that they can meet their operating costs. And at the 
end of the day our hope is to significantly minimize or eliminate 
that negative impact this year on those tenants. 

STAFFING LEVELS

Mr. ADERHOLT. In the Inspector General’s 2012 report on USDA’s 
management challenges, it expresses concern with the Rural Devel-
opment staffing situation. The report also encouraged Rural Devel-
opment to strategize about its future and begin a succession plan 
because it will need to service and monitor its $184 billion portfolio 
even though staff levels are likely to remain level or decrease. 

What is Rural Development doing in response to the Inspector 
General’s report? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Thank you for that question, Mr. Chairman. We 
have taken a number of measures in the past year. To speak di-
rectly to the budget proposal on the table today, crucial to that 
number is the salaries and expense line. That is the line that, of 
course, funds the people that service the portfolio as well as pro-
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vides us the opportunity to invest in modern technology that will 
allow us to analyze and manage that growing portfolio. 

We have, in particular, Under Secretary Tonsager has made a 
priority of investing in our Centralized Service center in St. Louis, 
which is really the back office that services most of our portfolio, 
and in particular, our housing portfolio where the greatest part of 
our growth is. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Has Rural Development begun a succession plan 
and strategic workforce planning? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. We have a plan to deal with the growing portfolio. 
Administrator Trevino has worked with her senior staff, in par-
ticular, those folks in St. Louis, as well as her deputy adminis-
trator here to have a multi-year plan on how to deal with the grow-
ing portfolio. We have also worked to, for instance, in the Rural 
Business and Cooperative Service, we have in the last 2 years reor-
ganized the way that we staff that program. We have, in essence, 
been able to regionalize the leadership of the rural business pro-
grams so that we can continue to deliver that program with less 
people.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Is Rural Development working with outside 
human resources and management experts and gathering input 
from stakeholders and customers on its future? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. We are. We have, of course, robust conversations 
with our stakeholders on the current state of the programs on sort 
of a continuing basis. We did just recently, I think early in fiscal 
year 2012, we asked a number of experts, actually within USDA, 
but not within Rural Development, folks who are black belts in Six 
Sigma, to spend some time in a number of our components and 
again, in particular, in the Centralized Service Center, to provide 
us some recommendations on a path forward to make sure that we 
sustain and protect the portfolio. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you. Mr. Farr. 

CYBERSECURITY

Mr. FARR. I am not sure I understand that answer. Does this 
have to do with cybersecurity? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. It does have to do with cybersecurity. 
Mr. FARR. Tell me why we have to spend money in USDA for cy-

bersecurity? That ought to be more of our other departments. 
Mr. O’BRIEN. Well, I think, our focus is protecting the portfolio, 

which, as mentioned, is growing. It is $184 billion right now, we 
predict it will be $200 billion next year. Much of the information, 
the data and access to particular accounts depends on the cyber 
network.

Mr. FARR. So what do you have to do? Is that a line item that 
you can show in here how much money is going? What do you have 
to do, buy new equipment? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Most of our investment in modernizing our infor-
mation technology is in the program called the Comprehensive 
Loan Program, and it involves—and we would be very happy to 
work with you—— 

Mr. FARR. It sure takes the focus away from what we were talk-
ing about yesterday in my office about trying to concentrate on the 
poorest area of the country. They don’t give a damn about cyberse-
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curity. They don’t even understand what the word means. Most 
people in Washington don’t either. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Right. I understand. We, as we had an opportunity 
to discuss yesterday, Congressman, this administration, Secretary 
Vilsack is committed to finding solutions in areas of concentrated 
poverty. In fact, through our Strike Force Initiative, through the 
White House Rural—— 

Mr. FARR. How much is the cybersecurity costing? Is that in your 
budget?

Mr. O’BRIEN. The Comprehensive Loan Program asks for a dedi-
cated line of $32 million. Not all of that, in fact, it would be prob-
ably a very small amount of that, would be cybersecurity. Most of 
those dollars would be investment in modernizing our information 
technology, which is antiquated, which, if we don’t modernize, it 
will actually cost us many more dollars in the future. 

Mr. FARR. I am sure every department has to go through that 
and I am somewhat sympathetic. Again, getting back to your initial 
presentation about trying to reach out to the poorest of poor in this 
country, and the poorest communities, they don’t even have 
broadband. Here they are two unrelated jobs. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. I might posit, and I understand your point and 
take your point, Congressman. I think part of our responsibility at 
Rural Development is making sure that we have a sustainable pro-
gram so that we can serve areas of concentrated poverty into the 
future. One of the things we need to do is make sure that we pro-
tect the portfolio. If we begin to have increased delinquency rates 
so that the subsidy rates for our different programs begin to esca-
late——

Mr. FARR. But why should that in the rural poverty budget, so 
to speak? Why isn’t that just out of the administrative costs of the 
Department, not in your area? Anyway, I am going to be really 
upset with those costs because they take away from what I think 
your focus is and what your administrator is here, which is to deal 
with rural America. Rural America wants access. They don’t really 
care if their access gets cyber attacked because, frankly, it is pretty 
basic and it is not the kind of stuff that—cybersecurity is going to 
jam up the whole system. It is not going to be something that is 
going to be after some little town in—anyway. 

RENTAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

You mention that you are increasing funding for the Rural Rent-
al Program, but I understand you are also, the Secretary men-
tioned that the Rental Assistance Program will run out of money 
in August or September and about 15,000 people wouldn’t get rent-
al assistance who are now getting it. So why are we increasing it 
at the same time we are cutting it? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Thank you for that question. It is a question of the 
final fiscal year 2013 appropriations measure, which after the se-
quester and the further rescissions resulted in diminished re-
sources so we would not be able in this fiscal year to be able to 
renew every one of those rental assistance contracts. The fiscal 
year 2014 budget is designed so that we can meet the demand in 
fiscal year 2014. 
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Mr. FARR. So if we respond to your request, because that starts 
October 1st, then you wouldn’t have to affect these 15,000 pres-
ently receiving rental assistance? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. What we plan to do and have communicated al-
ready to the stakeholders and to the owners of multi-family prop-
erties is we have some servicing options in fiscal year 2013 to deal 
with the shortfall. 

Mr. FARR. So it is a yes or no answer? 
Mr. O’BRIEN. If the question is does the fiscal year 2014 budget 

take care of the problem in fiscal year 2013—— 
Mr. FARR. Yes. 
Mr. O’BRIEN. The answer is no, sir. 
Mr. FARR. I yield back. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Nunnelee. 

SERVICES IN MISSISSIPPI

Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Secretary O’Brien, thank you for being here. As you know, Rural 

Development has been very important to my State of Mississippi. 
I understand you recently have been to Mississippi and taken a 
look firsthand. I want to thank you for your interest in doing that. 

In your opening statement you did acknowledge that we are all 
facing challenges of increased demand for services with diminished 
resources, and we have all got to figure out how to deal with that, 
so I have got some questions as it relates to my State in that sub-
ject area. 

Our State currently is without an engineer, and it is my under-
standing that that vacancy did not occur because of sequestration, 
it occurred before sequestration, but I wouldn’t be surprised to 
learn that the decision to not immediately fill the position was 
driven by sequestration. You have got to figure out how to best 
manage and implement. But I do want to make sure that your cur-
rent solution maximizes our resources and maximizes our ability to 
get things approved. 

It is my understanding that the engineering decisions have now 
been moved to a different State. I don’t know this to be the case, 
in fact, it may not be the case. But human nature may be that an 
individual working in-State has a stack of projects from the State 
where he or she is familiar with, and a stack of projects from Mis-
sissippi, and human nature may be to focus on what I am familiar 
with and get around to Mississippi when I have a chance. 

Do we have a way of measuring projects that are being approved 
by the engineering office where our projects have been moved to? 
And are the Mississippi projects being approved in the same timely 
manner that their in-State projects are? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Thank you for that question. I do want to mention 
up front it was a great trip to Mississippi and Starkville to see 
what folks are doing there with the Rural Jobs Accelerator Grant 
in the different industries in those industry clusters. It was a very 
impressive trip, and I enjoyed that. 

Your question on, particularly the engineer in Mississippi, you 
are right, Congressman, that while the sequester itself, there isn’t 
necessarily a direct nexus, but in essence for the last 2 years, we 
have had a hiring freeze as we have seen our salaries and expense 
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line reduced in the last few appropriations measures, which has 
caused a number of holes in staffing in the States as well as in the 
national office. 

We have worked very hard for about the last 3 years in anticipa-
tion of reduced staffing to some degree regionalize or better coordi-
nate among the States, so that a specialist such as an engineer, or 
in some other States, it might be the architect or in another State, 
it might be the person who deals with the information technology, 
can serve more than one State. We have had, I think, some good 
success at that. 

Your question on do we have a way to measure and ensure that 
a State that no longer has a person in that State, we certainly are 
able to keep track and just those States themselves they keep track 
themselves. You have a fantastic State director there who ensures 
that her State is being served. But I think over the next year or 
2, we need to refine the way we do that because we anticipate that 
we will need to ensure that the States continue to receive the serv-
ice that they need with lower staffing numbers. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. Well, if we can, I would like my office to work 
with your department to get some measurable results on the length 
of time it takes Mississippi projects to get approved, and not just 
the length of time it takes these in-State projects to get approved 
where we put a sign, but the length of time it takes neighboring 
States.

Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Bishop. 

RURAL ELECTRIC PROGRAM IN THE VIRGIN ISLANDS

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. Let me welcome you all to 
our subcommittee once again. I have a question I want to start off 
with, I am going to ask on behalf of one of my colleagues who does 
not have a vote, but does have a very, very considerable population, 
and that is the delegate from the Virgin Islands, Mrs. Christensen. 
So I would like to direct this to Mr. O’Brien and Mr. Padalino. 

As you know, the U.S. Virgin Islands is currently experiencing 
the highest electrical rates in the Nation due to their 100 percent 
dependence on oil to generate electricity. Current electrical rates 
for the Virgin Island residents and businesses are 50.8 and 54 
cents per kilowatt hour, respectively. This is compared to U.S. na-
tional average of 11 cents per kilowatt hour. The issue is viewed 
by Virgin Islanders as an energy crisis because it threatens the 
families, particularly those at the lowest incomes, and it is ad-
versely impacting businesses and causing closures and downsizing. 

It is my understanding that USDA officials have been working 
with the Virgin Island officials to provide assistance to alleviate the 
crisis through appropriate USDA programs, particularly Rural De-
velopment with the High Energy Grants Program. But while the 
support that has been provided to the Territory thus far has been 
welcomed, they are going to need a lot more focus and attention 
from both Rural Development and RUS. 

Can you give us an update on this situation and what your ac-
tivities are to date, and give me some hope that I can carry back 
to my colleague, Mrs. Christensen, when I see her later today? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. I will ask Mr. Padalino to address that. 
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Mr. PADALINO. Thank you, Congressman, for that question. Last 
fall, I had a chance to speak with the Delegate about the situation 
in the Virgin Islands. And just for the education of the folks in the 
room, you mentioned, I think you mentioned the closure of a refin-
ery there which has significantly contributed to the increased cost 
for the production, the generation of electricity on the island be-
cause as you mentioned, they rely on diesel for their generation. 

The Rural Utilities Service has been engaged with the Virgin Is-
lands Water and Power Authority in developing an application 
which I think will provide some short-term benefits once we have 
a complete application and have a chance to consider it. What it 
will do is it is considering some energy efficiency measures on the 
electric grid on the Islands, which will help the Authority maintain 
costs on the bottom line and hopefully will result in at least a flat 
line of the rates where they are, and we can continue working with 
the Islands. One of the measures we saw from working with the 
Islands is that they are considering renewable resources for the 
long-term. So those are a couple of the items we are working on. 

One other item to note, not necessarily on electric generation, but 
with the Islands, we approved a broadband loan last fall which we 
hope will help contribute to economic development on the Islands 
as well. 

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. O’Brien. 
Mr. O’BRIEN. I think that covered it. 
Mr. BISHOP. Thank you for that. I want to let you know that we 

want to be as responsive as we can. That just seems unbelievable 
to have rates that high where you have got an area where incomes 
are that low, and that certainly is going to and is having a tremen-
dous impact on the quality of life there. 

BROADBAND PROJECTS

Since you mentioned broadband, can I get you to give us the sta-
tus of all the outstanding broadband projects in Georgia, and in 
particular, in my Congressional District, and let me just ask you 
about Esquivita, which I think received funding under the stim-
ulus. Out of all the projects approved under the stimulus program, 
how many of them are completed with 100 percent of the funding 
completed and the expected broadband services up and running? 
How many are 75 percent complete? How many are 50 percent 
complete?

Mr. PADALINO. Thank you for that question, Congressman. Of 
the projects funded under the Recovery Act, 95 percent of the 
projects are under construction, in active construction and drawing 
funds on those projects. Speaking to the south Georgia project, I 
was in Texas last week speaking at a broadband conference and 
had a chance to visit with an official from the provider in south 
Georgia. One of the issues he mentioned was the budget amend-
ment, and I think we have had some success in getting that 
through the agency, and we have been working closely with the 
provider on that project. 

On the number of projects that are partially operational or com-
plete, we are approaching 50 percent of the projects funded by the 
Recovery Act as partially operational or complete. 
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Mr. BISHOP. And one of the concerns that we have is, one, I think 
this award was made under the Recovery Act, but we are having 
complaints that they still don’t have service up and running, and 
that has been a good while ago, and that continues to concern me. 
The other concern I have is that with our RUS, it seems that RUS 
continues to fund new broadband projects in areas that are already 
served, and I am particularly concerned with areas in rural Amer-
ica that are not served that don’t have any broadband services. Of 
course, speaking with a provider just yesterday, they talk about the 
increase in the number of iPads that are being used and the need 
for more service, and it means that school children are being dis-
advantaged significantly. 

Mr. PADALINO. Well, thank you for that, Congressman. Last fall, 
the FCC issued a broadband deployment report that showed that 
19 million Americans lack access to sufficient broadband, 
broadbands at speeds of four megabytes download and one mega-
byte upload, and 14.5 million of those Americans were in rural 
America.

Depending on the financing vehicle available, the Rural Utilities 
Service considers a loan under a variety of loan programs that we 
have. Under the Broadband Loan Program authorized by the farm 
bill, we look at the financial feasibility of a project, and if there is 
one competitor out there, existing access, we do not fund that 
project if it is not financially feasible. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Valadao. 

MUTUAL SELF-HELP HOUSING PROGRAM

Mr. VALADAO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Mr. 
O’Brien.

The budget proposes a substantial reduction in the Self-Help 
Housing Program. Currently more than 100 organizations across 
America and 10 in California participate in the Self-Help Housing 
Program. These organizations support groups of 8 to 12 self-help 
housing families who construct each other’s homes, performing ap-
proximately 65 percent of the construction labor. Through this 
sweat equity, homeowners can earn equity in their home, decrease 
costs and increase investment in their community. Despite being 
the poorest families in the Section 502 direct loan portfolio, self- 
help housing families have the lowest rates of default and delin-
quency.

In California, 10 self-help housing will produce some 1,800 units 
of affordable housing. With total development costs of $330 million 
creating some 5,500 jobs throughout rural California in fiscal year 
2012, California received $6.67 million in self-help housing funds. 
Now, in fiscal year 2014, the budget proposal is to cut the program 
by 67 percent, from $30 million to $10 million. What is the reason 
for such a huge reduction versus what you have done throughout 
the rest of the budget? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Congressman, I appreciate that question. The Mu-
tual Self-Help Program is one that has made a significant dif-
ference in many families in rural America. When crafting the Rural 
Development budget, we were able to find resources to increase 
some of our critical programs such as rental assistance, such as 
farm labor housing. At the same time, we looked at trying to bal-
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ance the need to respond to the current fiscal situation that we find 
ourselves in. And while that is certainly a worthwhile program 
with the resources that we thought we needed to ask for at this 
time, that was a hard decision that needed to be made. 

WATER AND WASTE PROGRAM

Mr. VALADAO. Then also in the Rural Water Sewer Grants, they 
were cut by 30 percent, and I think that is something that dramati-
cally affects my district, especially the communities I represent. 
Why 30 percent in that department? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. The water and wastewater grants, of course, are 
part of a larger package that includes loans. It happened—the way 
the subsidy rate was calculated for the direct loans in water this 
year, we were able to increase the program level significantly for 
those direct loans so that the final program level for our water pro-
grams are actually increased from last year. 

The grant components are critical for those communities that 
have particular need and we understand that. And as always, we 
have worked with a number of partners, both Federal, State and 
local partners, to try and make sure to put together a viable invest-
ment strategy for a water system, and we will certainly do that 
into the future. 

Mr. VALADAO. What is the backlog for demand for this financing 
and how much of that is for loans versus grants? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. I will ask Administrator Padalino to see if you have 
those numbers? 

Mr. PADALINO. The backlog in the Water and Waste Program 
right now is right around $3 billion. I could supplement with the 
breakdown of loans and grants that are being requested. 

[The information follows:] 
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state Name 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Micronesia 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouori 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 

Carolina 
Noth Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
oregon 
pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 

Carolina 
Southe Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 

Islands 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
Total 

Water and Waste Program Backlog 
Current Loan 

# Proj ects # Loans Status Amt # Grants 
Current Grant 

Status Amt $ Total 
22 20 $24,066,461 

27 
20 12 

2,800,458 

41,721,028 

33,723,974 39 36 

71 

16 

17 

14 

29 

25 

22 

12 

32 

24 

19 

7 

12 

25 

1 

56 

9 

37 

20 

13 

23 

71 

32 

14 

13 

25 

21 
47 

1 

3 

31 

20 

27 
78 

14 

20 

31 

10 

1,102 

54 

4 

2 

5 

15 

13 

4 

7 

28 

22 

19 

11 
29 

24 

11 

6 

19 

1 

48 

9 

30 

18 

13 

3 

14 

56 

29 

10 

22 

18 
41 

° 
29 

15 

109,863,018 

7,588,100 

4,724,825 

1,513,050 

68,564,924 

49,848,886 

10,959,725 

9,421,000 

48,654,725 

53,017,847 

27,761,344 

11,506,658 

54,129,268 

72,418,701 

25,694,000 

23,610,565 

22,565,750 

59,733,250 

830,000 

117,088,027 

8,326,136 

45,044,475 

51,842,326 

17,350,272 

12,714,499 

7,690,000 

7,603,520 

57,796,678 

124,634,100 

119,387,512 

15,921,860 

25,127,547 

69,002,437 

26,603,081 
163,812,134 

° 1,297,725 

145,494,040 

239,164,760 
21 36,806,425 

67 177,105,182 

3 5,083,387 

15,935,000 

2,000,000 

14 23,374,000 

19 26,563,071 

24 39,948,485 

20,658,380 

7,145,488 

893 2,375,238,104 

18 

26 

17 

28 

51 

16 

16 

13 

18 

21 

15 

8 

32 

18 

19 

12 

17 

49 

29 

20 

11 

20 

58 

21 

13 

12 

22 

19 
41 

1 

28 

15 

25 

63 

3 

26 

10 

906 

$22,977,393 
8,938,462 

65,014,215 

14,592,918 

43,496,054 

1,055,912 

2,384,275 

939,350 

35,351,340 

22,151,882 

14,792,529 

4,379,700 

12,793,500 

37,568,153 

12,069,641 

7,873,300 

21,982,849 

24,245,433 

16,007,124 

8,476,445 

8,958,007 

14,454,840 

830,000 

83,030,263 

3,475,379 

13,718,666 

22,799,238 

6,010,557 

4,238,166 

4,793,093 

1,603,972 

14,653,683 

29,867,450 

27,233,525 

10,114,103 

6,791,435 

27,554,771 

13,989,898 
123,532,097 

59,000 
857,575 

70,736,684 

8,977,445 
11,580,042 

97,345,413 

4,447,385 

3,165,000 

104,478 

14,974,610 

3,018,944 

31,437,143 

5,978,334 

3,228,565 

$47,043,854 

11,738,920 

106,735,243 

48,316,892 

153,359,072 

8,644,012 

7,109,100 

2,452,400 

103,916,264 

72,000,768 

25,752,254 

13,800,700 

61,448,225 

90,586,000 

39,830,985 

19,379,958 

76,112,117 

96,664,134 

41,701,124 

32,087,010 

31,523,757 

74,188,090 

1,660,000 

200,118,290 

11,801,515 

58,763,141 

74,641,564 

23,360,829 

16,952,665 

12,483,093 

9,207,492 

72,450,361 

154,501,550 

146,621,037 

26,035,963 

31,918,982 

96,557,208 

40,592,979 
287,344,231 

59,000 
2,155,300 

216,230,724 

248,142,205 

48,386,467 

274,450,595 

9,530,772 

19,100,000 

2,104,478 

38,348,610 

29,582,015 

71,385,628 

26,636,714 

10,374,053 

1,050,650,236 3,425,888,340 
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Mr. VALADAO. Thank you. 

WATER & WASTE BACKLOG

Mr. FARR. $3 billion in backlog—— 
Mr. PADALINO. That is—the loans being sought in the pipeline 

are $3 billion. For this fiscal year, between loans and grants, we 
have available in fiscal year 2013 a little over $1 billion. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. And the fiscal year 2014 budget request, about $1.5 
billion program level. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mrs. Pingree. 

VALUE-ADDED PROGRAM REQUEST

Ms. PINGREE. Thank you, Mr. Chair. Thank you very much. Nice 
to have you here, Mr. O’Brien. Thank you for being here. 

I want to talk about a program that I care deeply about and that 
I hear a lot about in my State, and that is Value Added Producer 
Grants. Last week when Mr. Avalos was here, we had the oppor-
tunity to talk about increased funds that the AMS plans to invest 
in local and regional food systems. I am a particular proponent of 
those, but I think that we are seeing great interest around the 
country. They provide rural employment, they generate income, 
they are good for economic growth. Rural communities have the 
most to gain from improving our food systems and rebuilding our 
infrastructure, it is about a $5 billion industry, so I don’t think I 
have to tell you that there is great opportunities there, great need 
and huge interests. 

So I was very encouraged to see the AMS budget for the food sys-
tem work. I was disappointed to see the Rural Development budget 
for Value Added Producer Grants. If AMS is going to start working 
on evaluating solutions to the most common aggregations and dis-
tributions, shouldn’t Rural Development also be working on the 
holes to the supply chain? I am glad we are figuring out what is 
wrong, but we already know there is a lot of challenges out there, 
and we need the money to fix it. 

So the $15 million for Value Added Producer Grants this year is 
level funding from fiscal year 2013. I know that it is a substantial 
decrease from previous years as it has been cut 32 percent since 
2010. So you can see, I would like to see more money. I know this 
is a tough day because we are talking about all the places that we 
have to cut, but I just think there is great potential here. That is 
a very small amount of money. So can we talk a little bit about the 
opportunities or prospects for the future? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Certainly. And thank you, Congresswoman, for 
raising the opportunities in local and regional food systems, eco-
nomic opportunities in rural places. You certainly heard—Secretary 
Vilsack spoke about those opportunities last week, and he has 
made it absolutely one of his priorities as one of the pillars for the 
rural economy. 

We have, and in fact, Administrator Salerno and I spent time 
with Secretary Vilsack just last week talking about how to utilize 
the Value Added Producer Grant to ensure that it supports that 
unmet need in the infrastructure, the local and regional food infra-
structure, which many folks now have identified as really the crit-
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ical component to make sure that farmers and consumers can real-
ly realize the opportunities here. 

Of course, beyond Value Added Producer Grants, essentially 
every one of the programs within the Rural Business Cooperative 
Service can support local and regional food systems, whether it is 
the Business and Industry Guaranteed Loan Program or the dif-
ferent grant programs, the Technical Assistance Programs or the 
Proposed Rural Business and Cooperative Grant Program that we 
have.

It is a focus—we work very closely with AMS. Just last—in fact, 
I think every day this week I had a meeting with AMS folks, their 
Deputy Under Secretary with stakeholders about local and regional 
food systems. And as you know, we work across not only the agen-
cy, but we work with other components of the Federal Government 
to make sure that they understand the opportunities and how they 
can fill those holes and complete that puzzle. 

Ms. PINGREE. So just given the dollar value, is there an argu-
ment for having such a low dollar amount when it used to be quite 
a bit higher and now we are seeing even greater need? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Again, I think the Value Added Producer Grant 
Program over the years has shown some great success for groups 
of farmers and individual farmers. I think that the main rationale 
is simply the fiscal situation that we find ourselves in, and the dif-
ficult choices that needed to be made. We do believe that the num-
ber that we presented, it is the right balance of supporting those 
farmers and helping them gain that opportunity. 

Ms. PINGREE. So just to emphasize, I thoroughly understand at 
every level we are dealing with cuts, and I have many other places 
where I am going to complain about the cuts as well and the effect 
on my rural communities and just Maine in general, but I would 
say I hope in the future this gets consideration for an increased 
amount of support because I do think there are huge opportunities 
here in rural communities. It is probably the thing that people talk 
to me about the most, is distribution aggregation systems. 

In my State, where there is increasing number of people getting 
re-engaged in farming after a long decline in the opposite direction, 
we really want to make sure there are market opportunities for 
them and that we can capitalize on this great chance for rural 
growth which we haven’t seen in a long time. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Yoder. 

RURAL ELECTRIC PROGRAM

Mr. YODER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thanks for coming to the 
committee today. I wanted to ask a question I guess of Mr. 
Padalino regarding rural electric loans. 

I note in the President’s budget recommendation, the Rural Utili-
ties Service could make up to $4 billion in electric loans. One thing 
that concerns me, though, in the budget is that the request has 
very specific language about how those loans could be used. It 
states that up to $1 billion could be used for environmental up-
grades at existing generating plants, and at least $3 billion would 
be available for generation in conjunction with renewables or for 
carbon sequestration. 
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So I am from Kansas. Electric co-ops there are asking me how 
they will finance the improvements needed that are not in these 
very narrow categories, things like distribution lines and wires, up-
grades needed for reliability, technology improvements, stand alone 
natural gas generation. 

Historically these have been fairly routine activities for the Rural 
Utilities Service to finance, but the budget that is being presented 
seems to exclude them entirely. Why is that so? And how do we 
handle those expenditures? 

Mr. PADALINO. Thank you for the question, Congressman. In fis-
cal year 2012 with a program level of about $6.5 billion in loans, 
we did $4.6 billion in loans. So this year’s request for fiscal year 
2014, the President’s request reflects a lower program level because 
over the past 2 fiscal years, we have seen lower demand. I just 
wanted to get that out there to explain the reduction there. It is 
reflecting the demand that is out in the market right now. 

In the President’s request, as you noted, $1 billion is available 
for environmental upgrades to existing fossil fuel generation facili-
ties. As comparison, in fiscal year 2012, loans made were right 
about $1 billion for environmental upgrades for fossil fuel genera-
tion facilities. So the same level would be available if this request 
is responded to as put in writing in fiscal year 2014 as what we 
did last year. 

On the other $3 billion, the request, the language that you men-
tioned reflects the President’s focus on renewable energy, on ex-
panding the diversity of generation facilities. We have seen great 
strides out there between wind, solar and other renewable ener-
gies. In fiscal year 2012, we did four renewable projects. Three of 
those are woody biomass renewables that are providing elec-
tricity—that will provide electricity across the country, and we 
hope to do more with that in the language in the President’s re-
quest.

Mr. YODER. What do we do about the other needs that are out 
there with Rural Utilities Service? Is the administration open to, 
or can we work together to find additional flexibility in this lan-
guage so that we could expand the uses, as opposed to reducing the 
potential and the opportunities? I think one of the reasons you may 
see a lower demand is because you are shrinking the uses that are 
available. Is that something that the administration is opening to 
expanding? Why do we have to have it so specific? Why couldn’t we 
allow it to be a factor but not allow other categories to be sup-
ported as well? 

Mr. PADALINO. Thank you for that. I think the first way we can 
engage in a collaborative way is to talk with other financing enti-
ties that are out there. You mentioned the rural electric coopera-
tives, and they own a financing entity that is engaged in addition 
to the Rural Utilities Service. And the Rural Utilities Service with 
the National Rural Utility Cooperative Finance Corporation, in 
many ways, are partners. 

Part of this President’s fiscal year 2014 request and previous re-
quests have included a guaranteed underwriting program that 
helps entities like the National Rural Utility Cooperative Finance 
Corporation to extend investments that can go to other generation 
facilities, transmission facilities and distribution facilities. And I 
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would be happy to come visit with you to discuss the language fur-
ther and see where we can come to some common ground. 

Mr. YODER. I would certainly appreciate that. The purpose would 
be to support these rural communities and assure that they have 
the access needed. We get concerned when we take a specific, in 
this case, it was a very specific environmental purpose which may 
not serve the larger purpose of expanding the capacity to these 
folks that need it the most. So I guess we just get concerned when 
we shrink that capacity, shrink that purpose, that we might be lim-
iting our opportunities to help the maximum amount of Americans. 
So I appreciate your efforts to work with us on that. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

RURAL HOUSING PROGRAMS

Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. Trevino, let me talk a little bit more about 
the housing issues. As I had mentioned in my opening statement, 
USDA has proposed to reduce the Single-Family Direct Loan Pro-
gram authorization by $340 million. In your written testimony, you 
state that USDA is the sole Federal Department dedicated to rural 
America. This program helps the most vulnerable in rural America 
achieve the dream of homeownership. While it does require greater 
staff assistance than other Federal programs, it remains one of the 
most successful housing programs in the Federal Government’s 
repertoire.

Furthermore, USDA’s argument that very low income individuals 
and families should use the single-family guaranteed program de-
fies common sense. So what is the rationale behind the reduction 
by USDA? 

Ms. TREVINO. Thank you for the question, Mr. Chairman. We cer-
tainly understand that this is a critical program for low and very 
low income families in rural America. We believe that the budget 
that has been proposed, the President’s budget, is a good balance 
between the population that we serve, and there is a balance be-
tween how much we have to put out there and the investments 
that we make, the total investments we make for rural America. 

We increase rental assistance for what we consider the poorest 
of the poor rural Americans by over $100 million in this budget, 
and at the same time, we were able to offer a guaranteed program 
where we asked for no budget authority and are able to deliver $24 
billion worth of growth and prosperity to rural America through 
that investment. 

So we believe that it is a balance. While we understand that 
there is a segment of the population that may not be eligible for 
the guaranteed program, we will continue to work with our third 
party providers to increase capacity of these rural Americans so 
that we can try to get them funded through the guaranteed pro-
gram as we move forward. 

We have not zeroed out the direct program. We certainly still be-
lieve in it. And given budget constraints, we would do otherwise. 
But we believe that what we have offered in this proposal is what 
we can handle at the moment. Understand again that this is why 
it is so critical that our salary and expense budget be honored. 

The 502 direct program is one of the most labor intensive pro-
grams in the field and it takes many, many staff hours. I am going 
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to give you a for-instance. Last year we had 99,000 preapplications 
in the Single-Family Direct Program. Only about 7,500 of those 
were actually approved. That is a lot of work being done by our-
selves and our third-party providers just to get someone in rural 
America qualified. So it is very labor intensive. It is not a choice 
that we would make given other budget considerations. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. How many direct loans would USDA make under 
this budget request? 

Ms. TREVINO. I have the number with me, sir. I would have to 
look it up. I believe we are at about 4,100. It is a significant de-
crease from last year. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. What was last year? 
Ms. TREVINO. Last year we did about 7,500. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. What is the average annual income of borrowers 

who utilize this direct loan program? 
Ms. TREVINO. About $30,000 a year. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. What about the average income for the families 

that utilize the guaranteed loan program? 
Ms. TREVINO. About $40,000 a year. It depends on the size of the 

family.
Mr. ADERHOLT. On average? 
Ms. TREVINO. Yes. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. How many very low income borrowers currently 

use this single-family guaranteed loan program? 
Ms. TREVINO. I would have to get you that number. I don’t actu-

ally have it broken out. 
[The information follows:] 
Since 2008 to April 2013, RHS has guaranteed 33,400 Single Family Housing 

loans to Very Low-income families. This represents 4.9 percent of our guarantees 
over this period. It is noted loans to Very Low-income borrowers average signifi-
cantly less than others, averaging $87,446 compared to $127,146 for all loans guar-
anteed since 2008 to today. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. How much does a direct loan cost the Federal 
Government over the life of the loan? 

Ms. TREVINO. A direct loan is subsidized currently given our cur-
rent interest rates and subsidy costs at about $3,000 for the life of 
the loan. That does not take into consideration the staff hours and 
the staff time that it takes to produce those loans. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. How does this compare with USDA’s guaranteed 
loan program in other Federal housing programs? 

Ms. TREVINO. We currently, in the Rural Housing Service, have 
three programs that require no budget authority and are a lot less 
labor intensive. The Guaranteed Program operates with about one- 
third less employees for a $24 billion program. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Farr. 

HOUSING PROGRAM COLLABORATION

Mr. FARR. Ms. Trevino, I am just curious in your response to the 
chairman’s question about labor intensive loans; do you work with 
the housing authorities? 

Ms. TREVINO. We work with third-party providers that help us 
package loans in the field currently, but the majority of the loans 
come to USDA employees in our field structure. We have a field 
structure of about 400 offices. 
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Mr. FARR. But why are you duplicating what is already on the 
ground where everybody has to get their renter assistance through 
HUD, and all those programs for eligibility are already being man-
aged through a housing authority? Why don’t you use their per-
sonnel and their clearance so you don’t have to have all this staff-
ing?

Ms. TREVINO. In rural America not every community that we cur-
rently serve, especially in severely underserved communities, there 
is no presence of a public housing authority. As you know, that is 
an agreement between local government and HUD, and should 
local government not be able to afford that, there would not be a 
public housing authority in that area. 

Mr. FARR. But I am not sure that all your loans are going into 
areas that have no housing authority. 

Ms. TREVINO. And I don’t have that information with me. 
Mr. FARR. The point is that if Secretary Vilsack’s discussion 

about the need to pull together this action team, I mean, it is hard 
enough to get all the Federal agencies, but this discussion involves 
HUD. I am sure that there are families. That is going to involve 
the Department of Education. You have to get from the house to 
the school. That is going to involve the Department of Transpor-
tation. You want communications. That is certainly going to be— 
and you are talking about grid stuff. Even if you can’t produce that 
energy in a rural area, you can’t get it on the grid. That has to take 
the Department of Energy. You have a lot of other departments 
that have got to be part of this team. And then you don’t even look 
at—the point is you are supposed to understand what is going on. 

So when you’ve got to lose staff, a cut-squeeze-and-trim attitude 
here, the Marine Corps says when the going gets tough, the tough 
get going. It seems to me that that is a good ability to discover 
what else is out on the ground, and that team ought to be a team 
of not just Federal agencies, it ought to be a team of local and 
State agencies. There are a lot more teams out there. 

HOUSING LOAN PACKAGER CERTIFICATION RULE

Last year I asked you, because the nonprofits—Mr. Valadao 
asked that question about the need, the nonprofits that you could 
work with. I asked you if you did that last year. You indicated no, 
there was a gap because most of these were only housing programs 
that were established where you had local offices. We asked well, 
why not work with the nonprofits? And you said you didn’t have 
the authority, but you were working on a new rule and it would 
soon be adopted. Is that rule in place? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. If I might, I can answer that very question. 
Mr. FARR. You are now working with nonprofits? 
Mr. O’BRIEN. The proposed rule on certified loan packagers, as 

we know it, is—has made significant progress in these last few 
months, and, in fact, we do expect that this year, that we will be 
able to propose that rule, and it will provide us, I think, the abil-
ity——

Mr. FARR. Last year you said it was being proposed. 
Mr. O’BRIEN. Yeah. 
Mr. FARR. A year ago. 
Mr. O’BRIEN. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. FARR. And now you are saying it is still being proposed? 
Mr. O’BRIEN. Yes, sir, and I can—I can—— 
Mr. FARR. Ms. Trevino, last year, I have it right here what she 

said: Currently we are in the process of creating a regulation. I 
can’t tell you the specifics of that regulation. I can tell you we are 
asking for this ability to partner with nonprofits who are in those 
areas where we currently do not have a presence and for them to 
be able to package some of the direct loans. And went on to say 
that this regulation, it is in the works right now. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Uh-huh. 
Mr. FARR. Moving actually very fast. It is a priority for the ad-

ministration to get that done. 
That is your language. 
Mr. O’BRIEN. It didn’t go as quickly as we had hoped, but it has 

made significant progress. 
Mr. FARR. It is a whole year. 
Mr. O’BRIEN. Yes, sir. Yes, sir. It has been—— 
Mr. FARR. You are losing your credibility here very quickly as 

you—you know, you talk a good talk, but I think you act like a bu-
reaucrat.

So when is it going to be done? 
Mr. O’BRIEN. The precise date, as you know, as frustrating as we 

all find it, is not completely within—— 
Mr. FARR. It is your rule. We don’t control that. It is your regula-

tion.
Mr. O’BRIEN. We are working with the Office Management and 

Budget at this time to accelerate and move that rule forward. 
Mr. FARR. That is what you told us last year. It is in the works 

right now. 
Mr. O’BRIEN. Right. 
Mr. FARR. Moving actually very fast. It is a priority. 
Mr. O’BRIEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FARR. A year ago. 
Mr. O’BRIEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FARR. Come on. This is ridiculous. You know, Mr. Padalino, 

you know, you have a 3-year backlog. Did you ask for money in the 
budget to make up that 3-year backlog? 

Mr. PADALINO. We asked for an increased amount of funding, but 
we did not ask for the full amount, the $3–1/2 billion that is in the 
pipeline right now. What we did was because—— 

Mr. FARR. I don’t want the excuse. You didn’t ask for it. 
I mean, Mr. Chairman, the problem here is that they want to go 

out and help rural America, but when they find out what the prob-
lems are, you can’t help rural America without water, you can’t 
help rural America without housing and schools, and they are not 
doing it. They are not helping rural America, they are just talking 
about it. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Nunnelee. 

HOUSING PROGRAM COLLABORATION

Mr. NUNNELEE. Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I want to continue on the line that we started talking about ear-

lier, my early line of questions about trying to figure out how to 
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work smarter in this environment, specifically as it relates to hous-
ing assistance. 

I do know that last summer GAO looked at the issue of collabora-
tion and consolidation particularly among Rural Housing Service, 
HUD, FHA and the Department of Veterans Affairs. So what is the 
current status of collaboration between HUD and USDA on merg-
ing programs in similar markets and providing similar products? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Thank you, Congressman, and, as you note, that 
GAO report, it recognizes the distinct programs that each of the 
Federal agencies, HUD and VA and USDA in particular, have to 
serve the housing needs of America. 

We are involved in a number of working groups with the White 
House, and particularly the Rental Housing Working Group is en-
suring that we align our policies as well as to ensure that we don’t 
have overlap and duplication. 

As Administrator Trevino alluded to earlier, the footprint that 
USDA serves and the footprint that HUD serves in our field struc-
tures are quite a bit different, and there is a reason for that. There 
is distinct needs in those two different areas, and so we are ensur-
ing that we use Federal resources most effectively in each of those, 
and there is not overlap. We also have regular biweekly calls with 
the Domestic Policy Council with those three agencies to make sure 
that our policies are aligned, and, again, so that we are not dupli-
cating efforts. 

HOUSING REFINANCE PILOT PROGRAM

Mr. NUNNELEE. All right. On a related but different project, it is 
my understanding that you started a Rural Housing Finance Ini-
tiative, started as a pilot project, and then even before that pilot 
project was concluded, the pilot was expanded. But as part of this 
refinancing initiative, it is my understanding that while the par-
ticipants do have to meet income-eligibility requirements and have 
to be current on their mortgage payments, you don’t ask for credit 
reports, you don’t do home appraisals or inspections. I hear from 
rural bankers all the time saying they are under pressure from reg-
ulators in their industry on refinancing. How can you refinance 
loans without getting credit reports or appraisals or inspections? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. I will ask Administrator Trevino to respond. 
Ms. TREVINO. Thank you for that question, Congressman 

Nunnelee.
We actually did a study. We looked at the soundness of our cur-

rent portfolio, and we saw that, in effect, if many of these loans 
were to go to default, it would cost the government much, much 
more than what it would cost us to refinance. So we are actually 
saving many, many more homeowners by going through this refi-
nance.

So, in essence, because there is a government guarantee, and un-
derstand we are only refinancing our own loans, and because we 
already have a guarantee on that loan, it is already ours, so if it 
fails, it is going to be a lot bigger than what we can save it now. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. I am going to let my rural bankers take a lesson 
from you. Maybe they can tell Dodd-Frank folks the same thing. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Bishop. 
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BUSINESS PROGRAM CONSOLIDATIONS

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. 
Let me go to the Rural Microentrepreneur Assistance Program, 

which was a major new initiative created by the 2008 farm bill, 
which was providing funding through community-based organiza-
tions to make small loans and technical assistance to microentre-
preneurs. I have been a big fan of the program, but I have always 
been concerned that it was woefully underfunded. 

But your budget for fiscal year 2014 includes $55 million for a 
new economic development grant program, and it is designed to 
target small and emerging private businesses and cooperatives in 
rural areas with populations of 50,000 or less. The program would 
consolidate a number of the existing grant programs, including the 
Rural Business Enterprise Grants, Rural Business Opportunity 
Grants, Rural Cooperative Development Grants, Small Socially 
Disadvantaged Producer Grants, Rural Microenterprise Assistance 
Grants and Rural Community Development Initiative Grants. 

I am very concerned that once you consolidate these small loan 
programs like this, that no matter how well intended, that the 
original targeted participants will get lost in the wash, and basi-
cally being squeezed out, and those are the very people that the 
programs were designed originally to serve. 

Can I get you to give me your thoughts on that? I know you have 
got to do more with less, but you are putting all these programs 
together, and the ones that were targeted seemingly may not be 
able to survive. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Congressman, I appreciate that point. 
The Rural Microentrepreneur Assistance Program certainly has 

a great purpose of serving the smallest of those businesses. We 
have, as you know, proposed to support over $22 million in pro-
gram loan level for the RMAP program. The grant side of that pro-
gram, we have proposed to consolidate that with five other pro-
grams for a number of reasons. One of them is is that a number 
of these grant programs have very similar purposes, and they re-
quire—and then, you know, an entirely new funding opportunity 
process that requires some significant time, particularly for our 
field staff as well as our national office, and that that—and that 
by bringing these loan or these grant programs together, we are 
able to streamline. 

And as is made clear in the budget language, we have the au-
thority to continue to do and to support all of the different types 
of businesses that are currently supported. We would be able to 
craft that program to—with administrative points or otherwise, to 
make sure that some of those particular and underserved, in par-
ticular businesses and nonprofits, would be able to access the pro-
gram.

Mr. BISHOP. You are going to have fewer people, less resources 
consolidating all those programs, so ultimately fewer people are 
going to be served. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Well, actually the budget proposal, when you rack 
up the numbers of all of those grant programs, the budget proposal 
actually would increase the technical assistance grants to small 
and emerging businesses in rural America. So we think we actually 
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would be able to serve more people and more businesses with less 
staff because of the streamlined nature of the delivery of the pro-
gram.

Mr. BISHOP. So next year when you come back, you will be able 
to tell us that you have actually served more people, and you will 
be able to show us with some metrics this year versus last year 
and next year. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Yes, sir. And thank you for raising the point to 
metrics. Certainly one of the goals of the combined grant program 
is the ability to do some more robust program evaluation and 
metrics for success for those people and businesses in rural Amer-
ica.

Mr. BISHOP. Okay. My time is about up, so I will wait for the 
next round for my next question, sir. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Fortenberry. 

RURAL ECONOMY

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning. 
Mr. O’Brien, I was looking at your testimony, which I didn’t have 

the privilege of hearing earlier since I was a bit delayed, but you 
do quote President Obama as saying, strong rural communities are 
the key to a stronger America. And that is a nice statement, but 
I think we ought to think a little bit deeper about that. He didn’t 
say ‘‘are a part of a stronger America’’ or ‘‘important to a stronger 
America’’ or ‘‘essential.’’ He said ‘‘are the key.’’ 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Uh-huh. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. I agree. And why? I think we all ought to con-

stantly ask ourselves why. Well, of course, it is economic wellbeing 
and the things that we can measure, but I think it goes beyond 
that. I think it goes to the idea of America itself, the values that 
exist in rural communities, the attraction, the pastoral nature, the 
restfulness, the peace, the fact that so many of our young people 
who serve in the military come from great swaths of rural America. 
It is a reflection of who we are as a people and, I think, where we 
ought to continue to try to go as a Nation, so I believe it most ap-
propriate that you started your commentary with that sentence. 

Now, that is the very reason we are all here discussing these pro-
grams. That is the very reason that all of you made some decision 
at an earlier point in life to go into agricultural policy analysis, or 
perhaps you were attached to a farm community, or you saw some-
thing attractive in the rural way of life, and it is up to us not only 
to preserve it, but to strengthen it. So with that said, thank you 
for your dedication to this. 

RURAL DEFINITION

Regarding rural housing programs, there is an issue with the 
Census, as you are aware. I don’t know if this came up earlier, but 
we have tried to work on a creative way to fix this. Since 1990, ba-
sically any community that was eligible for rural housing programs 
has continued to be eligible, but that is now expiring, and this 
would potentially remove a number of rural communities who are 
benefiting from leveraging these funds and preserving these 
ideas—the ideas from participating. 
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So what is your plan to deal with that? We have a legislative fix, 
but obviously that is—we have a complicated process up here, as 
you heard, as you figured out. What is your plan to address this? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Well, I appreciate the question, and, of course, I 
couldn’t agree more with your point on the key to invest in rural 
America. And with your support, of course, USDA Rural Develop-
ment has been able to invest over $131 billion in the last 4 years 
in rural America on the housing program and the housing issue, 
one of great interest to those rural communities, particularly those 
that would be affected by the possible change in which the decen-
nial census numbers you used. 

We have, of course, by the legislation, the laws that provide us 
the rural definition for that program. As you know very well, sir, 
the final fiscal year 2013 appropriation measure extended the cur-
rent eligibility for the housing programs and those in the 1949 
Housing Act through the rest of this fiscal year. 

We certainly agree, and, in fact, the thousands of employees who 
implement this program are very interested in making sure that 
we have some predictability for the stakeholders, for the home-
owners, for the banks that deal with this. And that is why over the 
last year plus we have worked with a number of offices, I think in-
cluding yours, on making sure however Congress decides to deal 
with this problem, that it makes sense and provides that predict-
ability you need in rural America. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Well, we would prefer, as you are suggesting, 
to have a longer-term fix and decrease the uncertainty about this. 
Maybe it is another short-term fix in the appropriation process, but 
again—and then I realize that the definition may have to be mas-
saged a little bit. Rural communities that are now swallowed up by 
urban communities really don’t fit the past definition, but rural 
communities who ironically have actually leveraged these programs 
and created a significant economic multiplier in benefits and now 
are getting on their feet are getting expelled from them poten-
tially——

Mr. O’BRIEN. Right. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY [continuing]. And undermining the very pur-

pose in which we have made all this investment. 
And we do have a legislative bill, just for my colleague’s informa-

tion, that would fix this, but in case it doesn’t go through the proc-
ess, I think we are going to have to be very attentive to this dy-
namic and work on this— 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Certainly. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY [continuing]. With diligence. 
Mr. O’BRIEN. We will work with you within whatever authority 

we have. Thank you. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. Pingree. 
Ms. PINGREE. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
I had a few other topic areas that I think most of my colleagues 

have covered, so I just want to associate myself with some of their 
concerns.

This last one on the issue of rural definition, as you know, a lot 
of communities in my State are very concerned about the final deci-
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sion on that. There has been a lot of talk about the rural housing 
cuts and some of those concerns, and, again, I just basically share 
everything that everyone has already said and have deep concerns 
about what we are about to do here, as well as the wastewater 
cuts.

And we have talked about the backlog already, but I have a lot 
of communities that are very dependent on the grant side of this. 
They can’t always just make a go of it with a loan. 

So I know you have discussed most of those at length, but I just 
want to emphasize all the concerns in rural States like mine. And, 
you know, there is a lot in the balance here of what happens with 
all these programs, and while I know this is a discussion about 
cuts and more cuts, these are still really important areas to all of 
us. And so when those decision are being made, it will have a huge 
impact on a State like mine. 

FOOD HUBS

And so the only other thing I was just going to bring up, I want 
to say in a positive way, I think there is a really great report, we 
were talking about it earlier, but it is called ‘‘The Role of Food 
Hubs in Local Food Marketing,’’ and I think it is fairly new. It is 
a great guide for people in communities that are looking at some 
of the issues that we talked about earlier, about CSAs, and co-ops, 
and aggregation and distribution, and—you know, I am a broken 
record on this topic. But just on this thing, I think it is a great 
piece of work, and I am interested maybe if you want to talk a lit-
tle bit about how you are going to make sure this information is 
out there and available to people, how more communities that are 
facing exactly these same problems can access this information and 
just realize that there is some good work being done there, and it 
could apply in places really all over the country. And your report 
does cover the whole country. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Certainly. Thank you for that invitation. The re-
cent food hub report that the Rural Business Cooperative Service 
put out that you allude to, you know, does a fantastic job of point-
ing out the opportunities, some of the best practices. 

USDA-wide we have identified over 220 food hubs thus far 
through the country. Food hubs are defined as an entity that fills 
that niche in that local and regional food infrastructure, and that 
it might be distribution processing, ensuring that consumers can 
access their demand for local and regional food. It certainly builds 
on the tradition of Rural Development, particularly the tradition of 
the Cooperative Business Service, of having rural people work to-
gether to capture economic opportunity. 

So we are very keen on making sure that we continue to work 
to lift up, share that information. It is something that Secretary 
Vilsack has been talking about consistently recently, and in par-
ticular on food hubs, because we think after spending, you know, 
a number of years really focusing on what can make the biggest 
difference in moving the needle on local and regional food, that— 
again, that infrastructure—that the food hub is a good place to 
look.

Not to repeat myself, but, you know, not only within the Rural 
Business Cooperative Service, but the Community Facilities Pro-
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gram, that has a very significant program level and direct loan this 
year, we think there is some great opportunity to support non-
profits in communities, for-profits with the Business and Industry 
Loan Program to capture those opportunities. So we would be 
happy to work with you and other members of the committee to 
continue to lift up this issue. Thank you. 

Ms. PINGREE. And just further on that, I recommend this to all 
of my colleagues if there is any of you who don’t have your own 
copy at home. I think it is a really nice piece of work. 

And, again, I think there was a time when a lot of these things 
were thought about as sort of a marginalized part of farming, food 
co-ops, CSAs, these aggregation and distribution networks. But I 
know in my State and a lot of New England, you know, we were 
an agricultural center for a long time, and old-time farmers would 
say to me, you know, there was a canning factory in every commu-
nity, there was a slaughterhouse in every town, there were possi-
bilities for small- to medium-sized farmers to really take their 
goods to market or to process them. And now, with increased 
standards and challenges the farmers have to face, but the fact 
that a lot of family farms want to expand what they are doing or 
young people want to get back into farming, this is really a great 
way for not a lot of money for the USDA to be engaged in this proc-
ess.

In our State, the food hubs are growing; the distribution net-
works; the community kitchens where people can bring in excess 
produce, process it, and still have it meet the safety standards, it 
is amazing how it is making a difference already. And some of 
those things that start as family farms have already become bigger 
businesses that could build their own facility and continue to grow. 

So it is a great role for you to play and involve the billions we 
talk about spending here today. You know, this is one of the small-
est outputs of money from the USDA that really could be enhanced, 
in my opinion. And anyway, I am just going to commend you and 
say it was great and hope we can continue to do more. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Thank you. 
Ms. PINGREE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

UNIVERSAL SERVICE FUND

Mr. ADERHOLT. Let me shift a little bit to Universal Service Fund 
and telecommunications programs. 

Mr. Padalino, let me direct this to you. Over the past couple of 
years, the Federal Communications Commission has been in the 
process of revamping Universal Service Fund. The testimony that 
was presented to us today here says that requests for broadband 
programs have declined in fiscal year 2012 and 2013 in part due 
to these changes. How have the changes to the Universal Service 
Fund affected your borrowers? 

Mr. PADALINO. Thank you for that question, Congressman. 
In 2011, the Federal Communications Commission revamped, 

transformed the Universal Service Fund by shifting from an em-
phasis on voice-provided telecommunications services—or tele-
communications services for voice to telecommunication service for 
broadband. How that has impacted our borrowers is—I think the 
best way to phrase it is it has created uncertainty for their busi-
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ness model. And where we are seeing the impacts and the portfolio 
is on the loan demand side right now, where in fiscal year 2012, 
out of the funds made available by this Congress, we saw a de-
mand in loan applications of 37 percent of the funds being applied 
for, and of the loans that we found feasible and were able to ap-
prove through fiscal year 2012, 11 percent of those funds were, you 
know, made. 

So, that is, you know, one metric that we can gauge some of the 
impacts. And what we hear anecdotally from the borrowers and 
from the rural telecommunications community is that the uncer-
tainty created is making it difficult for them to project out in a 5- 
year timeframe what their business would look like. 

The Secretary and I met with the chairman earlier this year and 
laid out some of these concerns, and followed that up with a letter 
outlining some of the areas we thought we could work together 
with the Federal Communications Commission to create more cer-
tainty and perhaps encourage them to establish—or they estab-
lished the Connect America Fund for rural telecoms; however, they 
have not implemented it yet, and we really encouraged them to do 
so.

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, would you—may I? 
Mr. ADERHOLT. I will yield. 
Mr. BISHOP. Would you yield? Thank you. 
It is my understanding that the Universal Service Fund would 

provide some money for these utilities that are providing the serv-
ice in rural areas, which allows them to service the loans that they 
make from—through RUS. And because the changes with the FCC 
will reduce, are proposing to reduce, the reimbursements that they 
get from the Universal Service Fund, it would disadvantage them 
to the point that they cannot now accurately predict their ability 
to service those loans, so, therefore, they are not taking advantage 
of the funds that we are making available to you to lend to them. 
Is that pretty much what the situation is? 

Mr. PADALINO. That is about right. The Rural Utilities Service 
provides upfront capital costs to make that initial investment in 
the infrastructure, and then the FCC follows that up with ongoing 
cost support provided by the Universal Service Fund. So you have 
the initial investment, and then you have to service those facilities 
over the years, send trucks out, do all the kinds of things it takes 
to run a utility, and that is the ongoing cost support provided by 
the Universal Service Fund. 

Many of the rural telecommunications providers rely on the High 
Cost Loop support. You know, there are many different categories 
of the Universal Service Fund, and that is what they have been re-
lying on since the 1996 amendments to the Telecommunications 
Act. And with the shift from voice to broadband in the trans-
formation order, there has been proposed reductions, and those re-
ductions have been put in place, and they are ongoing, and they 
are impacting the revenues, the revenues that rural telecommuni-
cations providers receive for that ongoing cost support. 

Mr. BISHOP. But doesn’t the telephone service that is being de-
emphasized, isn’t that a basic necessity for the broadband, because 
many of the broadband services are carried through the phone 
services?
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Mr. PADALINO. Yes. You know, the technology is available. You 
can use copper to run DSL, which is broadband IP-based tech-
nology. A lot of providers are shifting to fiber, to microwaves, to 
wireless, to a whole variety of technological solutions, but it is all 
moving to an IP-based telecommunications service where you can 
do voice, data and video. 

Mr. BISHOP. It puts them at a real disadvantage. And I under-
stand from a meeting I had yesterday that you guys are basically 
on the same page with the rural utility providers trying to get the 
FCC to modify the position that they are taking with regard to this 
Universal Service Fund. 

Mr. PADALINO. We have been working closely with them. You 
know, as I mentioned in the letter, we laid out about six different 
points. One of those was to really implement the Connect America 
Fund. Last summer the Federal Communications Commission im-
plemented the Connect America Fund for price cap carriers, and on 
a geography basis, the price cap carrier service territory is some-
where about 70 percent of rural America, of America at large, and 
that is, you know, mostly in rural areas. 

Many of our borrowers are rate-of-return carriers, and they make 
up about 20 to 30 percent of those carriers. And what we are en-
couraging the FCC to do is to implement, establish the Connect 
America Fund for all carriers, price cap, midsize and rate-of-return 
carriers, so all can end up, you know, putting forth a case and re-
ceiving some ongoing cost support to make sure we are serving 
those folks out in rural America. 

Mr. BISHOP. Would you submit that letter that you sent to the 
FCC to us, to this subcommittee for the record, please? 

Mr. PADALINO. Gladly. 
Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. 
[The information follows:] 



344

February 15, 2013 

Ms. Marlene Dortch 
Secretary 

USDA 
~:z;;;; :~ 

Development 

United Sletes Department of Agriculture 
Rural Development 

Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20544 

Re: In the Matter(s) of the Connect America Fund, we Docket No. 10-90, National 
Broadband Plan for Our Future, GN Docket No. 09- 51, Establishing Just and Reasonable 
Ratesfor Local Exchange Carriers, we Docket No. 07-135, High-Cost Universal Service 
Support, we Docket No. 05-337, Developing an Unified Intercarrier Compensation Regime, 
ee Docket No. 01-92, Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, ee Docket No. 96-45, 
In the Matter of Universal Service Reform Mobility Fund, WT Docket No. 10-208. 

Dear Secretary Dortch: 

On Friday, February 8th, The Honorable Thomas J. Vilsack, Secretary ofthe U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA), Todd Batta, Senior Advisor to the Secretary and I met with the Honorable 
Julius Genachowski, Chairman of the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) and Michael 
Steffen, Advisor to the Chairman to share recommendations to ensure that broadband 
deployment in rural areas continues to be sustainable under the FCC's Universal Service Fund 
(USF) Transformation Order. These recommendations are consistent with USDA's historic role 
of promoting rural economic development and fmancing rural utilities infrastructure. 

The economic stability of rural America depends on the availability of a resilient and robust 
utility infrastructure capable of delivering advanced services to consumers in rural high cost 
areas. Rural-based industries that produce food, energy, manufactured goods and other services 
consumed across the country rely on broadband, often provided by Rural Utility Service (RUS) 
borrowers, to remain globally competitive. The U.S. agriculture sector is one such example. It 
is one of the most successful and longstanding industries in our economic history; one that has 
maintained a trade surplus for at least 20 years. The U.S. trade surplus in production agriculture 
was $32.4 billion in FY 2012, and is forecasted to be $30 billion in 2013. As U.S. Farmers 
increasingly rely on advanced telecommunications to support their work on the farm, 
affordability and sustainability of broadband is imperative to maintain this trade surplus. 

According to the FCC's Eighth Broadband Progress Report, nearly one-fourth of the rural 
population lacks access te high speed broadband. Yet, demand for RUS loan funds dropped to 

" 1400 Independence Avenue. Washington, DC 20250 
Phone: (202) 720-9540· Fax: (202) 720-1725· Web: http:lhmN.rurdev.usda.govllndex.html 

Committed to the future of rural communities. 

"USDA is an equal opportunIty provider, employer and lender," 
To lite a complaint cf discrimination wrtte USDA, Director, Office of eM! Rights, Room 326~W. Whitten Building, 

1400 Independence Avenue, SW. Washmgton, DC 20250~9410 or call (202) 720-5964 {volce 
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roughly 37% of the total amount ofloan funds appropriated by Congress in FY 2012. Current 
and prospective RUS borrowers have communicated their hesitation to increase their outstanding 
debt and move forward with planned construction due to the recently implemented reductions in 
USF support and Inter-Carrier Compensation (ICC) payments. 

I fully appreciate the FCC's effort to reform federal USF and ICC policies in a fiscally prudent 
manner. I also applaud the FCC's reconsideration order that ex.tends the consideration ofUSF 
reforms on broadband capable networks and the FCC's attempts to lessen the reporting burden 
on small rural carriers. In consideration of the concerns that have been ex.pressed, we encouraged 
the FCC to consider the following points to improve or clarify the FCC's USF Transformation 
Order to help restore certainty and stability for rural broadband investment. 

1. Accelerate broadband deployment in rural areas by establishing a separate Connect 
America Fund (CAF) for rural Rate of Return Carriers and modifying the existing 
universal service support to increase broadband investment and adoption among 
consumers of rural rate of return carriers. 

2. Combine the unused incremental support under CAF Phase 1, Round 1 with the second 
round of2013 CAF Phase 1 funds for support and distribution to rural price capped 
carriers. 

3. Adjust the Regression Analysis-based caps to correct the structural and data integrity 
concerns of rural carriers and apply the caps incrementally. Provide RUS with 
confidential access to the regression model to assist USDA in managing its lending 
programs. 

4. Defer adoption of the Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking that proposed additional 
caps and cost constraints on rural carriers until the impact of the existing caps are fully 
implemented and integrated into rural carrier business plans. 

5. Modify and expand the waiver process to support the maintenance or extension of 
broadband service in rural areas and the repayment of debt incurred prior to the 
Order ' 

We remain committed to working with FCC to ensure that that the promise of Section 254 of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 be fully realized. Sufficient, predictable, and specific USF and 
ICC mechanisms can drive investment, improve the quality oflife, create jobs, and increase 
economic opportunities in Rural America. 
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BROADBAND PORTFOLIO

Mr. ADERHOLT. That was one thing we were going to ask about, 
the letter, so we would like that. 

These changes that you are talking about, what effect do they 
have on your portfolio? 

Mr. PADALINO. We have been monitoring the portfolio closely. So 
far our delinquency rate is maintaining basically what it has been 
over the past couple of years. It is just over 4 percent in overall 
telecommunications portfolio, which right now is at $4.6 billion. So 
on the delinquency side, on the servicing side, so far we haven’t 
seen an impact. 

Where we see on an individual basis, there is—some of our bor-
rowers have applied for a waiver with the Federal Communications 
Commission, and in those waiver requests they claim that they 
may end up defaulting on the rural utilities loan. And we are work-
ing closely with the borrowers, with the Federal Communications 
Commission to make sure that they understand the financial 
strength of these companies and can make decisions accordingly. 
We have seen some waivers granted, some partial waivers, and we 
work day to day with those, with the Federal Communication Com-
mission on those. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Farr. 

HOUSING LOAN PACKAGER CERTIFICATION RULE

Mr. FARR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
You know, Brazil, I think, is the most successful country in the 

world in moving people out of poverty, and 3 million people are 
moved out of poverty into middle class. I sometimes cynically think 
we ought to just contract with Brazil to run our poverty programs, 
but then that would be outsourcing, and we would be criticized for 
that, so we are back to where we started here. 

Ms. Trevino, again quoting your comments last year: These regu-
lations are pretty far along, and I can tell you it is moving fast. 
My goal is to get it done before the end of the year. 

What is your goal this year? 
Ms. TREVINO. We are going to continue to work with the Office 

of Management and Budget. I can tell you that we are closer than 
we were last year, obviously, and—— 

Mr. FARR. You were pretty far along last year. 
Ms. TREVINO. Well, we were. We were. I can’t tell you why it 

was—you know, why it slowed down or why the progress didn’t 
happen the way we wanted it to. 

Mr. FARR. Why? Is it top secret? 
Ms. TREVINO. I believe it is just because there is a lot of conflict 

in priorities. It is a big department, and I think we just have many, 
many other priorities, and while this is a priority for the adminis-
tration, there are others. And so I don’t propose to believe that I 
am the only priority at USDA. 

Mr. FARR. But you are going to save money in doing this. 
Ms. TREVINO. Yes, we are. Yes, we are. 
But I will tell you also that we haven’t sat on our hands the 

whole time. We have many informal networks already out there. 
We have got third-party providers who are providing the service al-
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ready. The only reason that we need a regulation is so that we can 
formalize the process, and so we can offer consistency across the 
country.

We are already doing what the regulation is going to allow us to 
do. We are already doing it, but we are doing it in an informal 
process. I can’t regulate what a third-party provider charges a cli-
ent, so this is going to allow me to regulate that so that we don’t 
have one third-party provider out there charging more. And so 
there are many aspects of the regulations that are just going to 
allow me to formalize the process, but there are many providers 
out there that are already helping. 

Mr. FARR. So Mr. Valadao’s question and my question about 
these nonprofits in California that would like to participate and be 
a partner with you, they can do so regardless of the regulation. 

Ms. TREVINO. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FARR. And we can let them know. 
Ms. TREVINO. They just need to talk to the State director, and 

it is a very informal agreement with the State director in each 
State, and the only thing that the regulation is going to do is for-
malize it and provide consistency to every State director. 

UNDERSERVED COMMUNITIES IN CALIFORNIA

Mr. FARR. Mr. O’Brien, you have targeted these census tracks, 
you told me, that show where the most underserved communities 
are, and are any of them in California? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Yes. Yes, I don’t have the map with me right now, 
but there are some census tracks— 

Mr. FARR. Do you remember any of the names? 
Mr. O’BRIEN. I don’t but they are certainly in the Valley, you 

know, in San Joaquin Valley. I am not sure if in northern Cali-
fornia, in the timber country. I would be very happy to provide you 
that map. 

[The information follows:] 
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UNDERSERVED COMMUNITIES IN CALIFORNIA

Mr. FARR. Those counties would have a housing authority so they 
could be working with you in partnership because they have now— 
you know, if you want rental assistance or first home buyers, you 
have to go down and register with the housing authority. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Right. 
Mr. FARR. Because they are the ones that manage the HUD 

loans.
Mr. O’BRIEN. Uh-huh. 
Mr. FARR. So they have to prequalify and everything. In fact, in 

our inclusionary zoning requirements, when a private developer 
builds, 10 percent, 20 percent, 30 percent of the housing have to 
be of any unit in that unit, not somewhere else, has to be rented 
if it is a rental unit to low/moderate income, same thing they are 
doing in southeast Washington here. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Uh-huh. 
Mr. FARR. So those people all have to qualify as low income in 

order to take advantage of it. I mean, I think you have got people 
doing your job, doing the job you needed done in order to qualify 
for your loans and other programs. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. We will certainly follow up with our—— 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

Mr. FARR. What would also be interesting is how many of those 
counties have Rural Development corporations. Do you work with 
the Rural Development corporations at all? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. We do. I mean, we work with many different types 
of intermediaries and—— 

Mr. FARR. Well, those are the ones that are run by FSA, your sis-
ter agency in the Department. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. The Rural Development corporations run by FSA. 
Mr. FARR. Well, they are FSAs, service—the farm service agen-

cies, and they are a secondary lender, loan guarantee lender. They 
can loan between $5,000 to $5 million in our area. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Uh-huh. 
Mr. FARR. And they have been extremely successful, more suc-

cessful than banks. 
Mr. O’BRIEN. We work through intermediary relending program 

as well as—there is two other programs that have a relending that 
we work with different intermediaries, and I believe we work with 
Rural Development corporations where we provide them the up-
front money and then they can create a revolving loan, typically 
small loan to the farm. 

Mr. FARR. Usually they do. I mean, ours in our county does the 
farm loan program, it does the SBA, 504 program, it does the SBA 
micro loan program, does the State Guaranty Loan program, it 
does the county revolving loan program. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Yeah. 
Mr. FARR. These are for people who have business ideas who 

have been turned down by conventional lenders. 
Mr. O’BRIEN. Right. 
Mr. FARR. And then can come in and make their appeal to the 

Rural Development Corporation. 
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Mr. O’BRIEN. Right. 
Mr. FARR. And—— 
Mr. O’BRIEN. And that is—and I am not familiar with that par-

ticular corporation, but that is a somewhat typical intermediary 
that in particular the Rural Business Cooperative Service does 
work with, one that accesses different technical assistance in re-
lending programs, so we certainly work with hundreds of entities 
like that. 

RURAL PROGRAMS COLLABORATION

Mr. FARR. Well, I know my time is up, but I would really hope 
that you could get in your implementation in these poverty areas 
that you have identified across the country. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Yeah. 
Mr. FARR. That you really get a list of what is going on on the 

ground, what is already there done by nonprofits, done by State, 
done by counties. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Yeah. 
Mr. FARR. And use the carrot-stick approach. I mean, you are 

going to—you know, don’t come here and just complain, oh, we 
have had our—with sequestration, we have cutbacks, we have 
labor shortages. That isn’t going to sell it. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Uh-huh. 
Mr. FARR. The American public doesn’t believe that—there are 

other ways around those problems, and certainly consolidation, col-
laboration is going to be our answer out of this mess. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Absolutely. 
Mr. FARR. And my experience in Congress is that everybody is 

stuck in operating their silos, and I am here as a silo buster. 
Mr. O’BRIEN. Thank you. And if I might, just very briefly. That 

certainly—that attitude towards breaking down silos is one that 
Secretary Vilsack has brought not only to the Department, but to 
the White House with the White House Rural Council as he serves 
as chair. 

You know, in practice, in areas of poverty, we have the Strike 
Force Initiative where we have engaged, you know, all of the USDA 
family but primarily the field-based agencies of Rural Develop-
ment, Farm Service Agency, and Natural Resources Conservation 
Service to work—to coordinate their work intensively with the local 
leaders, with the local community. And one of the things that we 
do up front is do basically an asset map of that capacity. Some of 
those places have great community—you know, community-based 
organizations, some of them don’t, so each of those areas take a dif-
ferent type of strategy once you understand the assets that are 
there. Thank you. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Fortenberry. 

RURAL BUSINESS PROGRAM CONSOLIDATION

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Well, as we all know, the strength of agri-
culture in rural communities is essentially tied to production agri-
culture, and that is a source of a great and economic wellbeing for 
America; but interestingly, there are new entrepreneurial, return-
ing to traditional means of production that are creating a whole 
host of new opportunities for younger farmers and others who are 



354

never going to be able to have vast amounts of land, but nonethe-
less, want to grow food with their own two hands and create some-
thing beneficial to the community, reconnecting the farm to the 
family and the urban to the rural, and in the process, strength-
ening local economic ties. 

So, in that regard, Ms. Pingree had mentioned this and I briefly 
looked through it as well, and it is well done. I think a lot of people 
do find this to be exciting and a new entrepreneurial movement in 
agriculture, augmenting the full ag family, as I like to call it. It is 
not in competition with anything else. It is all part of the family. 

In that regard, back to Mr. Bishop’s inquiry where he questioned 
the consolidation of these various grant and loan programs, the 
Rural Business Enterprise Grant, the Rural Microenterprise Sys-
tems Grant, the Rural Business Opportunity Grant, Cooperative 
Grant, and on and on. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Uh-huh. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Now, all of those programs were, at some 

point, started to address a particular need and leverage funds for 
the expansion of opportunity. Now we are seeing some fruits of 
that.

Mr. O’BRIEN. Uh-huh. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Consolidation of them, do you lose the origi-

nal spirit whereby you were targeting a particular area of need 
with a specialized program, I would like to hear you address that 
again. Obviously, look, I understand, you are trying to be creative 
and leverage the resources that you have, and if you are dupli-
cating loan officers or grant review officials and that work can be 
consolidated, fine, but the original spirit of some of these things, 
again, is consistent with what we are finally seeing in terms of the 
development of new agricultural options as they are manifesting 
themselves in co-ops direct to—from farm-to-family marketing and 
all types of other new ventures that are, again, exciting, to not only 
rural communities but to urban communities. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Congressman, thank you for that question. The— 
just a couple of quick responses. One, certainly we agree that the 
opportunity—we are in the business to support entrepreneurs and 
businesses in rural America. There is real opportunity in some of 
the smaller local regional food systems, and we have been about 
the business for a number of years now to focus our programs to 
make sure that folks can realize that opportunity. 

On the Consolidated Grant Program, in terms of, the first thing 
I would say is that—to the ranking member’s point of silos. We 
have tried to be as flexible as possible to respond to, and to support 
the local needs and the local strategies. We think that having a 
consolidated grant program that has the authority to do all of the— 
and support the projects that the various six grant programs can 
do right now, provides us more flexibility to respond to your con-
stituents, to your business needs in a more flexible manner, first 
of all. 

Secondly, I do want to make a quick distinction that the—that 
in kind of the food-based businesses, those that are—in particular, 
those that are owned by farmers, we do have a grant program, it 
is the value-added producer program that Congresswoman Pingree 
mentioned before, that is not part of the consolidated grant pro-
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gram. So the—what the Rural Business and Cooperative Grant 
Program would be able to do is support those small businesses, 
those small entrepreneurs that don’t necessarily raise food, but are 
the critical link to making sure that, you know, that farmers, small 
businesses and consumers can take advantage of the opportunities 
in the local regional food system. 

OLD AND NEW OPPORTUNITIES

Mr. FORTENBERRY. I think the last point I would like to make is 
what I have asked other administrators from the USDA, including 
the Secretary, we have all got to think creatively and budgets 
should normally, frankly, be under tension because it forces all of 
us in government to, okay, re-examine what was old and met a 
prior need, but think about how we creatively meet emerging new 
opportunities.

So, what is old that you are trying to let go of? What is new that 
you are trying to target? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. I will mention only two, and I would be happy to 
have a longer conversation with you and your staff, but in the in-
terest of time. Of course, the consolidated grant program is new. 
It is new in that it streamlines, you know, those different authori-
ties into one. It will make it much more efficient and effective for 
us to deliver that program, provides us flexibility to respond to 
local needs. 

What is old is a number of, you know, a number of the programs 
identified there have very small, and for years, have had very, very 
small appropriations lines. So we think it is wise to consolidate 
that into one. 

Another one I will mention is in our housing program that we 
seek the authority for direct endorsement for the guaranteed loan 
program. That is a new—seems like a technical type of approach, 
but what that would allow essentially is it would provide an objec-
tive underwriting standard where we would be able to utilize tech-
nology to, if you will, do kind of a first cut for those guaranteed 
loan applications that we receive from banks. It would be much 
more efficient with analysis and some of our research. 

We think that it will actually result in a—in a better portfolio. 
It is important to note that even with direct endorsement with that 
more automated system, we still have the ability of, if the loan 
deems, that we look at it on a one-to-one basis. But all in all, we 
think we will have some significant human resource savings and 
end up with a stronger portfolio and continue to serve rural Amer-
ica. Thank you. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Bishop. 

STRIKE FORCE INITIATIVE

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. You referenced a strike force 
which was an initiative introduced in 2010, and it is just one of the 
tools that USDA uses to combat poverty by connecting local and 
State governments and community organizations on projects that 
promote economic development and job creation. Several of the 
counties in my district were targeted to participate in the Strike 
Force Initiative, and it has been very well received and viewed as 
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a refreshing creative approach by the Department to reach out to 
communities that in the past have sort of been left out and haven’t 
fully benefited from the Department’s rural programs and the re-
sources.

In the past few weeks, the Department announced that 10 new 
States would be added to the program. Can you highlight for us a 
few of the results so far, and could you give us some metrics of how 
many jobs were created through the program? Did you reach the 
goal that you set? How much did the program cost? How much will 
it cost with the addition of the 10 new States? And tell us whether 
or not by adding these 10 additional States, you will have sufficient 
resources in the current fiscal year to carry out your plans, and do 
you see—where do you see the strike force going for the next 2 or 
3 years? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. That is an excellent question, Congressman. And I 
think it is important to note that what strike force—what strike 
force does is it doesn’t necessarily, and you know, in this time of 
fiscal constraint, add staff. It ensures that the staff that we already 
have deployed, which are a significant number of staff, particularly 
when you add the three field agencies together, that they are act-
ing in a way that gets the best results for people in rural America. 
And we believe that it is more of a community economic develop-
ment approach, to make sure that the staff have the tools, and for 
many of them who really want to do this type of work as opposed 
to do—as being solely a loan processor, that they have that ability, 
and we support them in working with local community leaders, 
working with particularly underserved entities, and underserved 
businesses to create that opportunity. 

So, to your first question, how much will it cost? In terms of the 
staffing cost, actually there is not increased staff cost. It is just a 
better way of serving rural America. 

So as we—in terms of the, you know, specific metrics on jobs cre-
ated, I would be happy to follow up with you or your staff. I don’t 
have those numbers right now. As you mentioned, it has been in 
a pilot stage for the last year and a half or so, and some of those 
numbers do take some time to rack up. 

We have had some great successes throughout the country where 
farmers—where FSA, Rural Development, NRCS have come to-
gether to work with a group of farmers so that they can put to-
gether a conservation need such as hoop houses so that they can 
extend the growing season of their fruits and vegetables. And then 
they can work with Rural Development so we can provide them 
perhaps a value-added producer grant, to make sure that they have 
the business plan so that they know where their market is and how 
they can evolve to meet that market demand as well as the Farm 
Service Agency. And they have had a particularly, I think, success-
ful rollout in the last few months on micro loans, which there has 
been an emphasis in the Strike Force States to make sure that 
those small farmers know about that new program and it has 
been——

Mr. BISHOP. The additional 10 States, so is not going to require 
you to have any additional personnel? It is not going to increase 
your expenses at all? 
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Mr. O’BRIEN. Well, I can—I should—I will keep my comments to 
just Rural Development as that is the area which I work with, but 
I know within Rural Development, you know, what we have done 
is essentially, we have reprioritized some of the—some of the work 
of those staff in those States to make sure that they are utilizing 
at least some of their time to do that capacity building, to do the 
community and economic development, to ensure that you get the 
best results, the most sustainable and viable locally led plans, you 
know, into the future. 

Mr. BISHOP. Don’t you have to send somebody from Washington 
to these areas to actually stir up those programs? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Well, Secretary Vilsack, you know, has certainly 
visited a number of these places, but he is also—you know, we—— 

Mr. BISHOP. Is there some strike force personnel that are specifi-
cally hired to do strike force? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. There is—you know, we have a coordinator at the 
national office, but the way that, at least we work with it in Rural 
Development, is that—is that the current workforce, it is included 
as part of their duties. It is part of the way of doing business when 
you are in an area of underserved. And so, you know, we haven’t, 
at least in Rural Development, added particular staff, but when 
you——

Mr. BISHOP. So the coordinator is not a part of your staff, is not 
a part of Rural Development. That is somebody from the Sec-
retary’s office? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Yeah. To coordinate it, yes, that is correct. It is ro-
tated from place to place in the mission area, but yeah, it is basi-
cally led, you know, it is a department. 

Mr. BISHOP. And you will provide us with the jobs, the number 
of jobs that are created, the success stories, if you will. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Yes, sir. 
[The information follows:] 
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USDA 
'??=Zm2 

United States Department of Agriculture 

StrikeForce 
for 
Rural Growth and Opportunity 

RUral Americans face many unique challenges and every day, the U.S. 

Department of Agriculture provides assistance to help rural communities 

prosper. Unfortunately, 90 percent of America's persistent poverty counties 

are in rural America and we can't allow these areas to be left behInd. 

In 2010, USDA launched the StrikeForce for Rural Growth and Dpportunlty
an effort to leverage partnerships in poverty-stricken rural areas to ensure 

that every community has equal access to USDA programs. USDA piloted 

the Strike Force initiative in 2010 in the states of Arkansas, Georgia and 

Mississippi, In 2011. StrikeForce expanded to the Southwest. adding 

Colorado, New Mexico and Nevada. 

In 2013, Secretary Vilsack announced new efforts to bring the StrlkeForce 

for Rural Growth and Opportunity to Alabama, A!aska, Arizona, North Carolina, 

North Dakota, South Carolina, South Dakota, Texas, Utah and Virginia. 

Encouraging Growth, Creating Opportunity, 
Increasing Participation 

USDA's StrikeForce aims to increase investment in rural com

munities through intensive outreach and stronger partnership. 

USDA partners with rural communities and legion:; on local
ly-supported projects. USDA take.·;; steps, in p::l.rrnership with 
the community. to provide technical assistance and cxpJana~ 
dOH ;,to') needed to ensure that communitie:s can fully access 
USDA program:;. 

Local Community Based Organizations are critical to this 

effort. Since 2010, USDA has partnered wirh over four 

hundred of these organizations - congregations, volunteer 
organizations. nonprohrs and others. 

Working In Partnership with Communities 

Tn Arkansas, StrikeForce is tackling food insecurity and ac

cess to healthy food. USDA established a pannership with 
Heifer International through [he East Arkansas Enterprise 
Community. This partnership is developing a sus[ainable 
food system in order to address existing food deserts in a 

nine-county area. 

• In Nevada. StrikeForce is improving access to farm pro

grams in Indian Coumry. CSDA has partnered with the 

Indian Nations Conservation Alliance, Nevada IJepan
mem of Agriculture and local extension services to pro

mote locally grown food on Tribal lands in Nevada. 

In Georgia, USDA is collaborating with Fort Valley 
State Univershy to provide technical assistance to 

develop a cooperative business structure in the Georgia 
goat industry. 

In New Mexico, StrikeForce is helping more children get 

a healthy meal when ,chool's out. USDA partnered with 
New Mexico Collaborative to End Hunger, Share Our 

Strength and Dairy Max to fund its first mobile Summer 

Food Service Program bus, delivering meals to 45.000 
children each summer weel(day at 700 partner sites. 

Achieving MeaningfUl ResUlts 

In 2012, the Farm Service Agency saw an increase in the 
total number of direct farm loan applications received 
in StrikeForce areas ~ even with nationwide applications 

down 10 percent during that time. 
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In the NalUla! Resources Ccmservatlon Servtce, 

program applications by underserve<l producers lasl 
year Increased by 82 percent In StrtkeForce areas. 

In 2012, USD.A:s Food and Nutrition Servke inCIeaxd 

the number of children in Strikerorce state. ... recdving free 

or reduced price school breakfasts by 7.4%.1heagcncy 
increased the number of children receiving food assistance 

through the Summer Food Service Program in SuikeForce 

stttUS from 10.5 million to 11.3 million. 

• Last year, the Rmal Housing C.ommunity FacilhiCli Pro
gram obligated a. total of $65 million in StrikeForce areas 

- a 112-percenr increase oyer 2011. 

Alol:>crma: Ben M.lone ne.n,rnalotlc'@al.usda.gov 

Alasl<a: Moily Vodler fUQUy_V{.tt:Utr@ak,usda,gov 

AIiro!:la: Dermis Ch.andler den"is,cha"dler@at.u,da,gov 

AlkanscJS: Charlie Williams chariie.williams@at.tL5da,gov 

CoIoxadO: Randy Randall fll1\dy,rand.!!@c().u,da.gov 

~a: Q~ris Gro.skre.utz Ghds.gxoskreut'Zvi'g3~1jsda.gov-

~~ Kurt Readus kurcfe"' .• uJu,s@ms, U$d~LgoV 

N~: \'IilH;';Im.dde.r(.:pnv.ll$da,w-w 

NewM .. ldeo: NormanVigH 

North CQlollna: Stu.rt Lee 5tuaJ:dee(o/Jflc. usda.gov 

North Dakoto: Hagel ,,,dd,h"W'l@nd.u,d,,Il"" 

Soutb Caro!lna: Amy Oversneer amY·Qverstreet@$c.us-da.gov 

Soutb Dali:Ota: Denise Gauer dcntse<g>;lu.ef{~},5.d,tlsJ:a.gov 

7<>=: Bertha Venegas: benha.veneg.a.,~@u .H.5t.ia.gov 

Utah: Michek DeVaney 

Vll'gin!a: ray.do.r:se:tti?P .... a.usda,gov 

334,329,!676 

~l()7·761-7749 

?2a·524·2652 ,114 

87~633-30'5 

'l2o.544·2824 

706-'i4~2069 

601·965-52<l5x2111 

775"857,,8500 x104 

505,761·4445 

919 .. 873 -2! 07 

701-530 .. 2,O{)4 

803·765·5402 

605352·1?A3 

83()·249··2g2 ! 

1:101·5244587 

804-187-l£i49 
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Success Stories 

www.usda.govjstrikeforce 

Conservation Makes a Difference in Drought-Stricken Areas 
Postro by .8e\'erlyMoseleYl NRCS, on May 3. 2013 at 12;07 PM 

For months, South Texas ranchers have been .struggling to Keep cattle fed and watered through extraordinary drought conditions. Water ",-ells 
and stock tanks ha"l! run dry. and some ranchers are left v.ith 00 alternative but to truck water in to cattle. 

Mother Nature recently added insult to injury in drought-stricken Benavides when soft:ban~si:red bail fell during a one~iDch rainfnll event. 
Strong winds quickly dried up any moisturt"_ 

"Duval County has been in exceptional drought for the last 12 months, .. says Sannny Guerra, USl>A~atural Resources Conser':ation 
Scr<.;cc district conservationist in Benavides. "Some partS catch a rain that will stan greening up the grasses. Then, we have these 4O-mi1e
per-bour winds consistently that dries out [the soil]. We just haven't lmd the conditions to grow any gl'3S8." 

Willie Utley i:5 aU too familiarwitb the day-to-day struggles of persistent drought The Benavides rancher has been hauling water to one ofhls 
pastnres for months and moved some cattle to leased pastures where there is available '\\'Rter. Nonna1 annua1 rainfall in Duval County is 24 
inches, but Utley's ranch has received only an estimated 10.5 inches over the past two ):"ea1'S. 

"Three or four years ago I used to hove 60 head of cattle. Now rm down to about 25, l> Utley says. 

The need for livestock water brought Utley into his local NRCS field office. He applied for and :received ftmding from the agency to help install 
a solar-powered water well through the USDA'I!i national Strikel'orce Initiath·'P. for Ruml Gro~1:h and OpportuniW. 

The StrikeForce Initiative addteB8eS higb-priority funding neeLb in rural conununities in 16 states, inclnding Texas. The initiative provides an 
opportunity for NRCS to work with landowners to determine how to best leverage available financia1 llMistancc to address their naturnl 
resource concerns. 

Dnlling of the weD was recently finished, and a sokrr--powercd pump ,,·m soon be installed to provide fresh, cool water to livestock and 
Wlldlife. Utley said that l\ithout financial assistance through the Strike:Force Initiative. he ,",'Ould not have been able to afford a uewl\-en. One 
reason is that it has 'been costly ovcrthe past couple of years to provide supplemental feed such as hay. 

Utley is tRking the steps needed to efficiently manage his ranch through the drought. Once forngcs on the drought-stricken pastures have had 
some time to recover. he hopes to move his cattle back to the pastUl'e where the new water well has been established. 

"It's going to be a big impl'Uvemcut and nut ha"ing the worry of not having water wben you need it," he says. 

USDA Officials Highlight StrikeForce at South Dakota Indian Business 
Alliance Conference 
Posted by South Dllkota Rural Development Coordin:rtol' Christine Sorensen, on April 29, .2013 at 12:00 PM 

South Dakota USDA officials :recent1y highlighted the StrikeForce initiative at the hi-annual South Dakota Indian Busin~.ss 
_-\lliance Conference he1d ill Rapid City. The co.uferelll. .. -e with the theme of, "Building Opponunities in the New Native America," was a perfect 
opportunity-to announce South Dakota USDA's focus on iDcreaBing po:rtnershi}'6 lIud lcvc.mging re80urces on South Dakota triba1lands. 

"We are working to build new partnersbips to create jobs and improve the economic vitality of rum} communities in South Dakota/' Elsie 
Meeks, USDA Rural Dt::\'dopment State Director said, "Although, USDA Rural Development finances many projects on South Dakota's 
reservations, being designated as a StrikeForce state to work on tribal lands. compels t1...q to hecome more strategic tn bringing access of 
all Ruml De\'elopmcnt's programs to resen-ations. For example, one of our initiatives will be to create a network to provide more 
opportunities for homeownership on tnllallands," said Meeks .• Along with home<JWllership and husin""" programs, Rural DevelopmCIlt will 
finance critical infrastructure needed for growth and a health.vem-ironment on ourtrihRllands.-" 

"The Natural Resotu"Ces COllsernltion Sef\'ice (NRCS) works directly with indivi.dual producers and Tnbal entities to help them conserve, 
maintain1 and improve their Dlltum} resources." said JeffZimprich, NRCS State Conservationist "A producer may seek assistance from 
NRCS to provide technical assistance in the form of.a. consen'ation plan including engineering design, or financial assistance in the form of 
incentives through various NRCS programs," Zimprich note1O that "NRCS has been successful in providing technical and financialassiBtance 
for conservatiQn activities in those areas targeted in the StrikeForce initiative and anticipates that increased outreach and developing new 
llartnel"Ship.'ii win remIt in even better u1Jlization of our agencies tecbniml and financial resources." 

"Through the Fann Senice Agency's (FSA) Farm Loan Programs we ser.'e as too lender of first opportunityformany tnba) members who are 
starting or gt'O\\ing tbeir individual ranching and fanning operations," said Craig Schnunaman. FSA State Executive Director. "FSA also 
offers risk protection through the Noninsured Crop Disaster Assistance Program (NAP) to tnbal members who re]y on grasslands throughout 
the state of South Dakota for forage and gmzing purposes. ~ 
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StrikeFon:e is a USDA initintive to increase program participation from rural communities and leverage collaboration with community based 
organizations in targeted, persistent poverty areas. South Dakota was recently added to the initiative's list ofStrikeFo:ree states. 

Alaska Native "Strike Force" Community Observes Earth Day with Improved 
Water Service 
Posted by l.JI,rryYerlch, USDA Alaska Public Inf(lrmation Coordinator, on April 2.3, 2013 B:t 11:32 AM 

The rural Native \11lage oflCasaan is located in Southeast Alaska and is nearly 700 miles north of Seattle. Earth Day 2013 highlighted USDA 
Rural Development's efforts to improve environmental and health oonditions in rural Alaskan communities. Part of that effort is the 
succeuful completion ofthe Kasaan Water Project. 

Secretary Tom Vilsack announced funding of the project in the summer of 2011. The funding was provided through USDA's Rural Alaska 
VillHgt: Grant (RAVG) program. The project is another successful culmination in the pannerships between USDA, the State of Alaska, 
the Indian Health Service and the ~\ln5ka Native Tribal Health Consortiuln (ANTHC). The Dew infilL'ltructure W88 put into opemtion after a 
final inspection on MIllCb 20th. 

"This \-vater system project was essential in providing facilities that are environmentally safe and meet necessary drinking 'water standards," 
said USDA«RD Alaska State Director Jim Nordlullll. uTht:: water treatment plant and "''Bter storage tank now provide quality drtnking'NRter 
to the residents of Kasaan," he added. 

"The community of Kasaan needed a larger water plant that would be able to meet our CUITent and future demands plus meet 
new Emironmental Protection Agenc:'of regulations. USDA helped supply the necessary funds to build a larger water plant and new storage 
tank in a safer location. The community of KHsaan will now have a safer and more adequate supply of drinking water," said Kasaan City 
Mayor, Audrey L EllroffoD. 

Southeast Alaska is one of the areas recently identified for USDA's new '~StrikeForce" initiative. The economy and jobs in Southeast have 
been affected hy the downturn of the timber industry in the area. Rurnl Development and other USDA agencies are \Io°m'king to promote 
effort3 for pannering ~ith rural communities and regions on projects that promote economic growth. 

Deputy Under Secretary Visits StrikeForce State of Mississippi, Says Public
Private Partnerships Build a Stronger Rural America 
Posted by Megan PittmHn, USDA Mississippi Pnblic Information Coordinator, on Marth '29, '2013 at 11:24 A,.\1 

Earlier this week, USDA Rnral Development Deputy Under Secretary Doug O'Brien met with local and regional officials in Mississippi to 
di.scuS5 way.!- USDA can belp bu.sine58e6 create jobs and stimulate local economies. Mississippi was one or the first tltates in tbe nation to be 
designated a StrikeForce state by USDA and IR6t Tuesday, Agriculture Secreta:r), Tom Vilsnck announced that the U.S. Department of 
Agriculnlre wIll launch its "StrikeForce" initiative in ten additional states. 

The primary goal oftbe StrikeForce initiative is to increase partnership with rural communities nnd leverage community TCSOUrces in 
targeted, peniistent poverty areas. Vilsack noted that through the StrikeForce initiative, USDA will do more to partner with local and state 
governments and community orgnni:zations on projects that promote economic development and job creation. 

"I am proud. to support and lrighHght the great work under way here to bring economic opportunity to Mississippi's rurnJ communities," 
O'Brien said during a Rural Jobs and Innovation Accelerator event at Missi-.sippi State Unh:ersity. "Public-private partnerships are some of 
the best VIo'"8ys to leverage resources for job creation amI business development." 

Mississippi State University received 8 $1 million award from the Rural.lobs and Innomtion Accelerator challenge. It i8 a partnership among 
13 federal agencies and bureaus. The Jobs Accelerator is a critical component of the Obama Administration's efforts to support Slnllli 
bUSinesses. 



362

Secretary Vilsack Launches USDA "StrikeForce" Initiative to Boost .. http://usda.gov/wps!portal!usdalusdamediafb?contentid--=20 13/03/005 ... 
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Release No. 0054.13 
Contact: 

Office of Communications (202) 720-4623 

Secretary Vilsack Launches USDA "StTikeForce" Initiative to Boost Rural Economic 
Growth and Opportunity 

COLUMBIA, South Carolina, March 26, 20 I 3--Agricuiture Secretary Tom Vilsack today 
announced that the U.S. Department of Agriculture will launch its "StnkeForce" initiative in 10 
additional states, including South Carolina. Ihc primary goal of the StrikeForce injtiativc is to 
increase partnership with rural communities and leverage eOnuTIunity resources in targeted, 
persistent poverty areas. Vilsack noted that through the StrikeForce initiative, USDA will do 
more to partner with local and state governments and community organizations on projects that 
promote economic development and job creation. 

"During my travels across the country, I've heard mayors and other community leaders say 
they have 11 hard time competing for USDA loan and grant programs. They have a plan to 
develop a ncw business or create jobs in their rcgions, but they lack devclopment capital and 
they view our application and review processes as a barrier," said Vilsack. "StrikeForce changes 
that By increasing outreach and technical assistance to communities, we can serve as better 
panners and help bener leverage resources." 

The "Strike Force" initiative started as a pilot project in 2010{n selected regions in three 
states: Arkansas, Georgia and Mississippi, In 2011 it was expanded to includeCo!omdo, New 
Mexico and Nevada. In 2013. Secretary Vilsack announced new efforts to bring the StrikeForee 
for Rural Growth and Opportunity to Alabama, Alaska, Arizona.. North Carolina, North Dakota, 
South Carolina, South Dakota, Texas. Utah and Virginia. 

USDA identifies census tracts with o'Jer 20 percent poverty (according to American 
COnuTIunity Survey data) to identify sub-county pockets of poverty. As areas of persistent 
poverty are identified, USDA staff work with state, local and community officials to increase 
awarcness of USDA programs, and help build program participation. Vilsaek noted that often 
USDA conducts special outreach activities in an area, and that since 2010, USDA has partnered 
with over 400 local community bascd organizations to promote local or regional development 
prqjccts 

Secretary ViJsaek also discussed how the StrikeForce initiative has already had an impact 
across the nation. 

• In Arkansas, StrikeForce is tackling food insecurity and access to healthy food. USDA 
established a partnership with Heifer International through the East Arkansas Enterprise 
Community. This partnership is developing a sustainable food system in ordcr to address 
existing food deserts in a nine-county area in the Mississippi Delta region. 

• In Nevada, StrikeForce is improving access to fann programs in Indian Country. USDA 
has partnered with the Indian Nations Conservation Al!iance, Nevada Department of 
Agriculture and local extcnsion services to promote locally grown food on Tribal1ands in 
Nevada. 

• In Georgia, USDA is collaborating with Fort Valley State University to provide technical 
assistance to develop a cooperative business Structure in the Georgia goat industry. 

• In New Mexico, StrikeForce is helping more children get a healthy meal when school's 
out. USDA partnered with New Mexico Collaborative to End Hunger, Share Our Strength 
and Dairy Max to fund its first mobile Summer Food Service Program bus, delivering 
meals to 45.000 children each summer weekday at 700 panncr sites 

Vilsack also noted that Fann Service Agency direct lending in StrikeForce areas saw an 
increase last year, even as lending by the agency nationwidc was down slightly. 

"The StrikeForce Initiative is helping us direct additional resources to better serve 
producers in persistent poveny mra! communities," said Vi!sack. "We are focusing on these 
identified high poverty areas to help improve the quality of life of producers and their 
communities and to accelerate implementation of conservation practices on thcir land." 

Ill?h!?011 4' 17 PM 
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~ecretary Vilsack Launches USDA "StrikeForce" Initiative to Boost.. http://usda.gov!wps!portal!usdalusdamediafb?contentid"'''2013/03/005 ... 

Panicipants in the StrikeForcc include '!be Natural Resources Conservation Service, Rural 
Development, the Fann Service Agency, the Food and Nutritiou Service and thc USDA Office 
of Advocacy and Outreach. 

Visit \vww.usda.gov/StrikeForcc to !earn more. 

USDA is an equal opportunity provider and cmployer. To file a complaint of discrimination, 
write: USDA, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights, Office of Adjudication, 1400 
Independence Ave., SW, Washington, DC 20250~9410 or call (866) 632~9992 (ro!l~free 
Customer Service), (800) 877·S3J9(Local or Federal relay). (866) 377·8642 (Relay voice 
users). 
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Since Strike Force pilot project initiative started in 2010 to April 
2011, the following jobs have been saved/created. 

Arkansas 716 

Colorado 164 

Mississippi 613 

Nevada 12 

New Mexico 255 

Georgia 1,710 

Total, 3,215 
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STRIKE FORCE INITIATIVE

Mr. BISHOP. We need some way to measure the effectiveness of 
it.

Mr. O’BRIEN. Absolutely. The metrics, learning, and we have 
learned. We piloted, you know, in the last 2 years and we have ac-
tually learned some significant lessons from that first group of 
three States on how to bring this program, make sure that it is ef-
fective, that the workforce can pick up on it and get the best re-
sults.

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. 
Mr. O’BRIEN. Thank you. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. Pingree. 
Ms. PINGREE. I will pass, Mr. Chair. 

RURAL BUSINESS PROGRAM CONSOLIDATION

Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. Salerno, I am going to go ahead and address 
this to you about the rural business and cooperative grant program 
proposal. USDA has proposed a new $55 million Rural Business 
and Cooperative Grant Program, which would combine the funding 
and authorities of seven existing programs. While everyone on the 
Subcommittee appreciates the efficiency and effectiveness of USDA 
of trying to do—combine these programs, it is sweeping changes 
that would be put forth, and without a lot of justification. 

The question I would propose to you, has USDA proposed this 
change to be considered as part of the 2013 farm bill. 

Ms. SALERNO. I am sorry. I am going to have to ask my col-
league, Mr. O’Brien to answer that. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. And we have worked in—and Acting Administrator 
Salerno hasn’t had the benefit of working in last year’s, the farm 
bill process. We worked with the authorizing Committees on both 
the House and the Senate on providing technical assistance and 
how we can streamline our programs. The Senate—the version in 
the Senate that passed included consolidation of the biggest of 
these grant programs discussed, which, of course, is the Rural 
Business Enteprise Grant Program, along with the Rural Business 
Opportunity Grant Program, so we have seen that in some of the 
legislation, and we appreciate and stand ready to work with au-
thorizing Committees and the Congress as a whole on how we can 
streamline our programs. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Has there been any discussion with the House 
side on the Ag Committee? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. We did, yeah. Early on we talked about ways and 
are always available to the authorizing committee to answer ques-
tions and talk through ideas. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Is it the intention of Rural Development to run 
this new $55 million program under a notice of funding availability 
instead of going through a rulemaking process? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. The intention would be for fiscal year 2014, if pro-
vided the authority, that we would immediately start a rulemaking 
process, but to ensure that we have the program delivered in 2014 
that we would do it by NOFA in that first year. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Other than administrative efficiency, what is the 
need for a consolidated program? 
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Mr. O’BRIEN. Well, I think that—and I don’t want to repeat my-
self, but in the interaction I had with Congressman Fortenberry, 
the ability to best respond to those local needs, we think it is im-
portant to be flexible to best support a local, you know, best case 
scenario as a local collaboration that has done, you know, asset 
mapping and research what the most viable plan is for their place, 
and instead of having five siloed programs with particular authori-
ties, we would be able to support those types of plans in a more 
effective way. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Well, we would—we appreciate the proposals to 
increase effectiveness, police programs and to be more efficient in 
the administrative process, but a change of really of this magnitude 
needs to be considered by the authorizing Committee, so if you 
would keep us informed as that proposal is refined. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Thank you. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Farr. 

BUDGET REDUCTIONS

Mr. FARR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Secretary Vilsack was very impressive about the ability to find 

administrative savings in the Department, and essentially a model 
for all the Federal agencies. But if you look at your budget, since 
2010, the reductions in the budget authority for the Rural Housing 
Service, the Rural Business Service, and the Rural water and 
waste loans and grants total at least $750 million. During that 
same period of time, USDA’s discretionary budget has dropped by 
about $4 billion. 

In short, Rural Development is more in the disproportionate 
share of the budget cuts. From fiscal year 2014—I mean, the fiscal 
year 2014 budget includes substantial savings in the budget from 
changes in policy that result in negative subsidy rates for certain 
loan programs. My question is, is there some reason that these sav-
ings were not put back into Rural Development programs that have 
been hit so hard by these other cuts? The question is why aren’t 
we putting our money where our mouth is? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Well, the—thank you for that question. The fiscal 
year 2014 budget, we think, is, given the fiscal situation that we 
find ourselves in, is the right mix. And at the risk of repeating 
some of my testimony, we do look at supporting what we think is 
the most vulnerable. And those who live in those multi-family units 
that receive rental assistance, we increase significantly by over 
$100 million, that support for those folks. We do look to those be-
cause of the historically low interest rates as well as the excellent 
performance of a number of our programs, we have a zero or nega-
tive subsidy rate. We think that increasing the program level in 
those programs at this time is appropriate and the best way to do 
it.

There are some very difficult choices that needed to be made, 
and that I know that this committee faces in terms of finding some 
ultimate savings from that budget line, and you know, this is the 
result.

Mr. FARR. The question is, are you with this strategy the chair 
just asked about—— 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Uh-huh. 
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Mr. FARR [continuing]. In the consolidation. 
Mr. O’BRIEN. Uh-huh. 
Mr. FARR. Do we really have enough resources to do this war on 

poverty in rural America? 
Mr. O’BRIEN. That is an excellent question, Congressman. I know 

that Rural Development has—you know, is one very significant 
piece of the Federal response to concentrated poverty in rural 
America. We have tried—— 

Mr. FARR. To practice one, aren’t you coordinating all of the 
other Federal agencies through the task force. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. No, we are one, and by statute, we are the leader. 
Mr. FARR. You are the leader. 
Mr. O’BRIEN. Congress has provided us some leadership role. 
Mr. FARR. And you are going to need all these resources to re-

spond to infrastructure needs to bring businesses out to rural 
areas, to creating jobs, to hooking up these new power-producing 
entities to the grid, do all these things, you are going to need every 
agency there. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. That is absolutely right. 
Mr. FARR. Has the task force examined whether they have 

enough budget resources to complete mission, which I think is an 
appropriate one? 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Well, you know, some of the resources in particular 
are trying to—to ensure that we have a staffing level that is suffi-
cient to deliver those programs, and in particular, in areas of con-
centrated poverty. We have a significant level of staffing that we 
have proposed and that we request that is key. On some of the 
other programs, I think, you know, that—— 

RURAL PROGRAMS COLLABORATION

Mr. FARR. But in that staffing, can’t you look at maybe including 
the work that is already being done on the ground. I mean, the 
USDA contracts out through inspections with State license folks. 
You do these cooperative agreements all the time with State and 
local government in sort of specialty areas. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Right. 
Mr. FARR. It seems to me that you can also do it as your man-

power is being cut. Why can’t you look around to see others who 
aren’t being cut because it is not necessarily every local govern-
ment and Federal—I mean, California has certainly been through 
all this that we are starting here. We are starting this roadmap to, 
you know, for fiscal austerity and they did it in California for a 
number of years, and we have had State offices close once a month 
on Fridays and people don’t go get their DMV license, so they 
know. They incorporate it in, and we can learn a lot of lessons. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Yes. 
Mr. FARR. We can also start working more with folks. 
Mr. O’BRIEN. I agree. We agree. They—I think the—historically, 

Rural Development, you know, now we have just over 400 offices. 
Two years ago we closed 43. If you look at the trajectory of those 
offices, we actually, 10, 15 years ago, we had well over 1,000 of-
fices. The story of our mission area and our agency has been one 
of—at one time, we were providing direct capacity with a very sig-
nificant footprint. We continue to do that. 400 offices is very signifi-
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cant, more significant than any other Federal entity in the rural 
space for community and economic development, but I couldn’t 
agree with you more that we need to continue to look for opportuni-
ties to work with intermediaries where there are intermediaries 
with good capacity. 

I think one of the challenges will be that in some of the poorest 
places, the intermediaries, you know, either don’t exist or don’t 
have the capacity to move the needle. For that, our challenge is to 
make sure to, you know, to give them that capacity and provide 
them——

Mr. FARR. That capacity building is essential. 
Mr. O’BRIEN. Yes, it is. 
Mr. FARR. I mean, you got to work yourself out of a job. 
Mr. O’BRIEN. Absolutely. Yeah. 
Mr. FARR. And the only way you are going to do that is by build-

ing that capacity in those communities. 
Mr. O’BRIEN. That is absolutely right, and—— 
Mr. FARR. And they will all be at different levels, but you will 

be able to, with your smart team, to figure out which level they are 
at and what they are going to need. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Right. 
Mr. FARR. And we have enough people in the Federal family and 

certainly State and local families to if you all, you know, zero in 
on it. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Right. 
Mr. FARR. Look at how much we zeroed in on the Boston incident 

and how quickly we were able to get some solutions and learn ca-
pacities. If nothing else, repeated capacities that are very, very pro-
fessional and very good. I just think we are just kind of slow at try-
ing to use those same systems in eliminating the root causes of 
poverty.

Mr. O’BRIEN. We have accelerated in the last 2 years and we 
plan to work more and more with intermediaries, the Consolidated 
Grant Program, work in the housing, as well as working with the 
rural electric cooperatives. 

Mr. FARR. I will just finish with this statement because time is 
up. But it just seems to me with the way the departments have 
been cut, that your priority is to attack, for lack of a better word, 
the war on poverty in rural America. Congratulations. But then the 
people that you head up, your office, to head up that agency, to 
head up that program, takes a cut in the budget. It is just you are 
trying to do more with less. And I applaud you if you can get it 
done, but I would be interested in following up. So we are going 
to be watching you closely. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Fortenberry. 

RURAL BUSINESS PROGRAM CONSOLIDATION

Mr. FORTENBERRY. I stepped out of the room a moment ago and 
one of my county officials was here. She said, what are you doing? 
I said, I am in a meeting with the top people at the USDA. She 
said, what did you ask them? I said, well, about the rural housing 
census issue problem and the consolidation of the grant programs. 
We talked a little bit more about that. 



369

Now, she is coming from one of the areas that is highly con-
centrated in production of agriculture, one of the most intense 
areas in the country. But when we talked about, again, the variety 
of grant programs that have been targeted for this expansion, some 
of which have been targeted for the expansion of the local foods 
movements and new forms of production, she said, oh, that is just 
very exciting, what is happening in that whole field. So she says, 
be very careful of formula-driven grant processes because, again, 
going back to the spirit of the original question, all of these initia-
tives, they were somebody’s idea because they saw a need and it 
was trying to target narrowly in order to expand to the core mis-
sion of strong economic development and good outcomes for all peo-
ple. So that was her advice. 

So let’s just talk one more moment about how you envision this 
consolidation to potentially work. What happens sometimes in for-
mula-driven grant processes is a lot of people are left out, and it 
ends up getting concentrated in the hands of fewer people who 
know the system or have the strength of relationships here and 
elsewhere and have the mechanism by which to get that done. A 
lot of people don’t. 

Mr. O’BRIEN. Right. So the implementation of the Rural Business 
Cooperative Grant Program would likely, the largest component of 
those six grant programs right now is the Rural Business Entre-
preneur Grant Program. That is a program, I think the only one 
of those six, I can be corrected, the administrator can correct me, 
that actually has a State allocation, because it is actually big 
enough to do a State allocation. The rest of them, it is a national 
competition. Generally not all States are able to participate be-
cause there is just not enough awards to get to all the States. Or 
we do find some of our grant programs, there is a particular State 
that kind of really figures out the program. There might be an 
intermediary or land grant system that positions itself to help 
firms in that State, and we find that that State is very, very com-
petitive, or in other words, gets a lot. 

So this grant program, I think, we would use the State alloca-
tion, which generally the way that works is we look at a formula 
that looks at three variables; the rural population, the poverty rate, 
as well as unemployment. And the State receives their allocation. 
There is a point in the time in the fiscal year, usually in July, 
where if they have not been able to allocate that money, then we 
sweep it back, or, excuse me, if they have not been able to award 
that money, we sweep it back to make sure that money is used that 
year so it can go out. 

The way we would make sure that small disadvantaged firms 
and nonprofits would be able to participate is likely through utili-
zation of priority points. For instance, an administrator has pri-
ority points in a number of these grant programs, and we would 
be able to build that in the funding opportunity in the NOFA so 
that everybody knew so that it was transparent, so that we are 
working to make sure those types of firms would be able to receive 
some of the awards. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Ms. Pingree. 
Ms. PINGREE. Nothing further. 
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Mr. ADERHOLT. At this time, we will stand adjourned. We appre-
ciate each of you being here and we look forward to following up 
with some of these issues that were brought forward today. Thank 
you very much. 
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UNITED STATES 'lEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
HOUSE AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE HEARING 

APRIL 24, 2013 

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CHAIRMAN ROBERT ADERHOLT 

EMPOWERMENT ZONES/ENTERPRISE COMMUNITIES AND COLONIAS 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the table in the fiscal year 2013 hearing 
record of specially targeted areas such as Empowerment Zones/Enterprise 
Communities and Colonias, wh~ch your programs serve, and the states where 
they are located and the amount of federal funds each has received to 
date. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

Rura~ Utilities Service: 

Water and Waste Disposal Section 306C Colonias Grants 
Information for FY 2010 through 2012* (new addition to table) 

State FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 

ARIZONA $4,994,747 $6,354,660 $6,381,000 

CALIFORNIA 2,145,000 3,516,000 2,453,000 

NEW MEXICO 8,732,850 8,300,000 8,000,230 

TEXAS 8,971,000 13,909,800 8,494,000 

Total $25,069,000 $32,080,000 $25,328,230 

* includes funds transferred to RHS for individual homeowner hookups 

Rural Business Cooperative Service: 

EMPOWERMENT ZONES/ENTERPRISE COMMUNITIES RECIPIENTS FOR 
FISCAL YEARS 2008 - 2012 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

Commur:.ity Name State Designation Funding (Cumulative) 

Me-r.lakatala Indian Community AK Round II EC $2,200 

Four Corners EC AK Round II EC 2,200 

Desert Co:nmuni ties EZ CA Round II EZ 17,600 

Westside-Tule EC CA Rou:1d II EC 2,200 

Empowerment Alliance of SW FL FL Round -- EC 2,200 ..l..J.. 

Southwest Georgia United EZ GA Round II EZ 17,600 

Molokai EC HI Round II EC 2,200 

Southernmost Illinois Delta IL RouDd II EZ 17,600 

Town of Austin EC IN Round II EC 2,200 

Wichita County EC KS Round II EC 2,200 
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Community Nane State Designation Funding (Cumulative) 

Bowling Green EC KY Round II EC 2,200 

Kentucky Highlands EZ KY Round II EZ 40,000 

Aroostook County EZ ME Round II EZ 2,900 

Bmpower Lewiston EC ME Round II EC 2,200 

Clare County EC MI Round II EC 2,200 

Mid-Delta EZ MS Round II EZ 40,000 

Fort Peck Assiniboine & Sioux 
Tribe EC MT Round II EC 2,200 

City of Deming EC NM RO·Jnd II EC 2,200 

Griggs-Steele EZ ND Round :;:1 EZ l7,600 

Tri-County Indian Nations EC OK Round II EC 2,200 

Fayette EC PA Round II EC 2,200 

Allendale ALIVE EC SC Round II EC 2,200 

Oglala Sioux Tribe EZ SD Round II EZ 17,600 

CIinch-Powell EC TN Round II EC 2,200 

FUTURO Cornmuni ties EC TX Round II EC 2,200 

FUTURO COITLTTmni ties EZ TX Round II EZ 2,900 

Rio Grande Valley EZ TX Rou~d II EZ 40,000 

Five Star EC WA Round II EC 2,200 

Northwoods NiiJii EC WI Round II EC 2,200 

Upper Kanawha Valley EC WV Round II EC 2,200 

Rural Housing Service: 

Single Family Housing iSFH) Direct 

FY 2012 Rural Economic Area Partnership Obligations 

SFH 502 Very Low 
SFH 502 

SFH 504 SFH 504 
Low 

State Loan Amt Loan Amt 
Lean Grant 
Amt Amt 

NEW YORK $71,000 $112,920 ° 0 

Total $71,000 $112,920 0 0 

Colonias Obligations for FY 2012 

SFH 502 Very Low 
SFH 502 

SFH 504 SFH 504 
Low 

State Loan Amt Loan Amt 
Lean Grant 
Amt Amt 

ARIZONA $2,404,320 $1,999,000 $32,193 $269,836 

CALIFORNIA 0 618,000 0 0 
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SFH 502 Very Low 
SFH 502 

Low 
SFH 504 SFH 504 

Loan Amt 
Loan Grant 

State Loan Amt Amt Amt 

NEW MEXICO 893,626 507,313 9,516 0 

TEXAS 100,600 0 0 0 

Total $3,398,546 $3,124,313 $41,709 $269,836 

Underserved Obligations for FY 2012 

SFH 502 Very Low 
SFH 502 

Low 
SFH 504 SFH 504 

State Loan Amt Loan Amt 
Loan Grant 
Amt Amt 

ARIZONA $124,000 $348,123 $0 $7,500 

SOOTH 93,000 203,100 7,393 c2,970 
DAKOTA 

TEXAS 0 125,500 0 0 

Total $217,000 $676,723 $7,393 $20,470 

306C- WHO RHS Colonias Grants (306C) FY 2012 

306C WHO 

State Grant Amt Obligated 

ARIZONA $321,601 

NEW MEXICO 39,834 

TEXAS 39,031 

Total $400,466 

COLON lAS RECIPIENTS FOR FISCAL YEARS 2004 2012 

Community Facilities Projects in Colonias counties funded FY 2004-2012 

Community Facj 1 ities Projects in Colonias counties funded FY 2004-2012 

FY Organization Name State :Jirect Guarantee Grant 

2004 SAN LUIS, CITY OF AZ S43,225 $23,275 

2004 SOMERTON, CITY OF AZ 2,915,848 50,000 

2004 WILLCOX CNITEil AZ 307,275 42, "125 

2004 DESERT ALLIANCE ,OR CA 62, 5 ° 0 
2004 RANCHO MIRAGE REHAB CA 518,192,394 

2004 LONA, COUNTY OF NM 25,200 

2004 CJL'IERON, COUNTY OF TX 207,500 25,000 

2004 MARFA, CI'i'Y OF ':'X ~86, ISO 

2004 2RESI:JIO COUNTY TX 500,000 

200:> BOWIE UNIFIED SCHOOOL DISTRICT AZ 44,200 

2005 PINilL-GILA COUNCILS AZ 1,210,000 

2005 SAN LUIS, CITY OF AZ 480,550 79,550 

2005 ST DAVlil UNIFIED AZ 14,668 
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FY Organization Name State Direct Guarantee Grant 

2005 SUNNYSIDE FIRE DIST AZ 82,500 32,000 
DESERT ALLIANCE FOR COMMUNITY 

2005 EMPOWERMENT CA 20,100 

2005 IMPERIAL, COUNTY OF CA 50,000 

2005 WESTMORI.,AND, CITY OF CA 60,000 

2005 EDWARDS, COUNTY OF TX 1,304,000 100,000 

2005 FORT STOCKTON ISO TX 35,000 

2005 SAN DIEGO, CITY OF TX 485,000 35,000 

2006 ill'ADO COMMUNITY FOOD BANK AZ 50,000 
CHARLES WM LEIGHTON ,JR. HOSPICE 

2006 INC AZ 147,000 28,000 
PINAL-GILA COUNCIL'S SENIOR 

2006 FOUNDATION AZ 250,000 
PPEP MICROBUSINESS & HOUSING 

2006 DEVELOPMENT AZ 157,329 
ST DAVID UNIFIED SCHOOL DIST 

2006 NO 21 "AZ 45,000 

2006 CALIPATRIA UNIFIED CA 49,875 

2006 CAMPESINOS UNIDOS CA 31,329 
DESERT ALLIANCE FOR COMMUNITY 

2006 EMPOWERMENT CA 35,000 
HEBER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

2006 DISTRICT CA 50,000 

2006 NILAND FIRE: DISTiUCT CA 75,000 
RANCHO MIRAGE REHABIL1TATION 

2006 HOSPIT"AL CA 4,000,000 
SALTON COMMCNITY SERVICES 

2006 DISTRICT CA 22,275 
SAN PAS QUAL VALLEY 

2006 UNIFIEDSCHOOLDISTRICT CA 44,464 

2006 COMMUNITY COUNCIL TX 30,oec 
2006 COUNTY OF EDWARDS ",X 34,800 

2006 FT STOCKTON, CITY OF TX 35,807 

2006 IDEA ACADEMY, ~NC. TX 3,638,000 

2007 COCHISE COUNTY FAIR AZ 70,000 18,000 

2007 COMMUNITY FOOD BANK "AZ 45,000 
NORTHERN COCHISE COMMUNITY 

2007 HOSPITAL AZ 535,000 
REGION"AL CENTER FOR BORDER 

2007 HEALTH AZ 1,795,000 

2007 WORLD MINISTRIES AZ 271.,972 50,000 
CLINICAS DE SALUD DEL PUEBLO, 

2007 INC CA 106,350 
EJYLLWILD FIRE PR07ECTION 

2007 DISTRICT CA 190,000 38,000 

2007 IMPERIAL, COUNTY OF C"A 85,077 
SALTON COMMUNITY SERVICES 

2007 DISTRICT CA 30,000 
2007 UNITED E'AMILIES, INC. CA 14,985 

2007 WINTERHAVEN nRE DS CA 18,000 

2007 APPLETREE EDUCATIONAL CENTER NM 30,000 
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FY Organization Name State Direct Guarantee Grant 

2007 BROOKS, COUNTY OF TX 650,000 100,000 

2007 CAMERON WORKS, INC. TX 250,000 

2007 BEEVILLE, CITY OF TX 210,100 100,000 

2007 ROCKSPRINGS, CITY OF TX 35,850 

2007 DIMMIT, COUNTY OF TX ?5,OOO 45,000 

2007 EDWARDS, COUNTY OF TX 70,532 

2008 COMMUNITY FOOD BANK AZ 90,000 

2008 EHRENBERG FIRE DISTRICT AZ 1,981,540 

2008 FORT THOMAS FIRE DISTRICT AZ 31,275 7,225 
TOHONO O'ODHAM COMMvNITY 

2008 COLLEGE AZ 272,350 

2008 TOMBSTONE, CITY OF AZ 49,700 

2008 WORLD MINISTRiES AZ 90,000 

2008 CALIPATRIA, CITY OF CA 40,000 

2008 IMPERIAL, COUNTY OF CA 41,950 
SALTON COMMUNITY SERVICES 

2008 DISTRICT CA 30,000 

2008 WINTERHAVEN FIRE DS CA 25,500 

2008 SIERRA, COUNTY OF NM 30,100 

2008 HIDALGO, COUNTY OF TX 225,000 46,308 

2008 FT STOCKTON,CITY OF IX $397,000 

2008 LA SALLE, COUNTY 0, TX 3,000,000 100,000 
COMMUNiTY COUNSELING CENTERS, 

2009 INC. AZ 183,124 
2009 COMMUNITY FOOD BANK AZ 14,287 

2009 GRAHAM, COUNTY OF AZ 14,077 

2009 MESCAL-J6 AZ 160,000 

2009 REGIONAL FIRE AZ 301,500 
2009 SUNSITES-2EARCE FIRE DISTRICT AZ 19,165 

TOHONO O'ODHAM COMMUNITY 
2009 COL~EGE AZ 220,000 

CLINICAS DE SALUD DEL PUEBLO, 
2009 INC CA 59,625 

CL"NICAS DE SALUD DEL PUEBLO, 
2009 INC CA 30,000 
2009 I~lPERIAL, COUNTY OF CA 11,700 
2009 IMPERIAL, COUNTY OF CA 6,750 
2009 NiLAND FIRE DISTRICT CA 15,000 

SALTON COMMUNEY SERV1CES 
2009 DISTRICT CA 20,250 
2009 UNITED Fk'1ILIES, 'NC CA 21,300 
2009 UNITICD FAt1ILIES, INC CA 10,650 
2009 LORDSBURG, CITY OF NM I 52,419 
2009 COTULLA, CITY OF TX 547,000 40,000 
2009 WEBB, COCNTY OF TX 200,000 
2009 JIM HOGG COUNTY TX 1,317,000 3,949,000 

LAREDO IN':"L F.1IIR & EXPOSITION, 
2009 INC. TX 117,000 143, 000 
2009 SAN 8IEGO, CITY OF TX 100,000 
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FY Organization Name State Direct Guarantee Grant 

2009 ST. MARY'S CHARTER SCHOOL TX 1,130,000 

2010 AJO AMBULANCE, INC. AZ 1,42~,OOO 

2010 BISBEE HOSPITAL ASSOCIATION AZ 7,080,250 2,800,000 

2010 CHICANOS POR LA CAUSA INC. AZ 59,053 

2010 COMMUNITY FOOD BANK AZ 200,000 

2010 LA PAZ REGIONAL HOSPITAL AZ 78,523 

2010 MARANA HEALTH AZ 9,933,486 9,933,489 

2010 PINAL HISPANIC COUNCIL AZ 1,617, COO 
SAGUARO FOUNDATION COMMU"ITY 

2010 LIVING PROG AZ 2,764,000 
TOHONO O'ODHAM COMMUNITY 

2010 COLLEGE AZ 196,600 

2010 WILLCOX, CITY OF AZ 1'.7,700 
CLINICAS DE SALUD DiL PUEBLO, 

2010 INC CA 135,110 

2010 IMPERIAL, COUNTY OF CA 25,200 
SALTON COMMUNITY SERVICES 

2010 DISTRICT CA 46,500 
SAN JOSE COM.& BEA HAIN 

2010 LEARNING CENTER CA 27,000 

2010 WINTERHAVEN FIRE DS CA 46,500 

2010 BAYARD, CITY OF NM 288,250 197,750 

2010 ALTON, CTY OF TX 500,000 500,000 
BROOKS COUNTY It-;DEPEN8ENT 

2010 SCHOOL DISTRIC TX 298,809 

2010 HIDALGO, CITY OF TX 159,486 

2010 LA FERIA, CITY OF TX 379,000 464,01 
COMMUNITY SERVICES AGENCY OF 

2010 SOOTH TEXAS TX 126,767 

2010 EDWARDS, COuNTY OF TX 445,500 
FANNIN COUNTY MULTI PURPOSE 

2010 COMPLEX,INC. TX 80,174 

2010 JIM HOGG, COUNTY OF TX 125,000 50,000 

2010 JIM HOGG, COUNTY OF TX 50,COO 
2010 HERCEDES, CITY OF TX 1,549,000 500,000 
2010 STARR, COUNTY OF TX 105,COO 315,000 

2010 UVALDE, CITY OF TX 5,653,000 500,000 
SAN JOSS COM.& BEA MA~N 

2011 LEARNING CENTER CA 27,000 
SAN JOSE COM.& BEA MAIN 

2011 LEARNING CEC;TER CA 35,000 
HABITAT FOR HUMANITY OF YUMA 

2011 I~C AZ 60,000 
HABITAT FOR H:JMANITY OF YUMA 

2011 INC AZ 100,000 

2011 MERKEL, CITY OF TX 440,000 

2011 BAYARD, CITY OF NM 105,954 

2011 MATH"S CLOBS AND LIBRARY TX 9,735 
ALPINE PUBLIC LI3RARY 

2011 ASSOCIATION TX 30,000 
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FY Organization Name State Direct Guarantee Grant 
BROOKS COUNTY INDEPENDENT 

2011 SCHOOL JISTRIC IX 298,809 

2011 SIERRA COUNTY NM 55,500 

2011 FRIO HOSPITAL ASSOCIATION TX 209,252 

20E STARR, COClNTY OF TX 315,000 

2011 JIM HOGG, COUNTY OF IX 1,3l7,000 
SALTON COMMUNITY SERVICES 

2011 DISTRICT CA 46,500 

2011 BAYARD, CITY 0, NM 67,000 

2011 BAYARD, CITY OF NM 49,000 

2011 ;:;UNCAN, TOWN OF AZ 56,377 

2011 DUNCAN, TOWN OF AZ 30,357 
CLINICAS DE SALUD DEL PUEBLO, 

2011 INC. CA 30,600 
C~INICAS DE SALUD DEL PUEBLO, 

2011 INC. CA 29,625 
CLINICAS DE SALUD DEL PUEBLO, 

2011 INC. CA 30,225 
CLINICAS DE SALUD DEL PUEBLO, 

2011 INC. CA 44,660 

2011 REEVES COUNTY HOSPITAL DISTRICT TX 50,000 

2011 IMPERIAL, COONTY OF CA 6,750 

2011 IMPERIAL, COUNTY OF CA 4,950 

2011 IMPEE<IAL, COUNTY OF CI\ 6,750 

2011 IMPERIAL, COUNTY OF CA 6,750 

20:1 WINTERHAVEN FIRE OS CA 39,000 

2011 WINTERHAVEN FIRE OS CA 7,500 

2011 HIDALGO, CITY OF TX 159,486 
TRI-VALLEY IMPROVEMENT 

2011 ASSOCIATION AZ 35,100 

2011 COTULLA, CITY Or IX 547,000 
THE QUARTZSITE SENIOR CITIZENS, 

2012 INC. AZ 28,226 

2012 GUADALUPE, TOWN OF AZ 47,874 

2012 MJY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT INC AZ 3,000,000 

2012 CENTER FOR ACADEMIC SUCCESS AZ 1,705,000 

2012 SUNNYSIDE FIRE LlISTRICT AZ $280,000 
SUN LIFE FAMILY HEALTH CENTER 

2012 TNC AZ 2,616,825 
SUN LIFE rAMILY HEALT;J CENTER 

2012 INC AZ 2,162,132 

2012 AMITY FOUNDATION INC AZ 1,800,000 

2012 AGAINST ABUSE INC AZ 47,700 

2012 SOUTHERN COACHELLA VALLEY CSD CA 6,530 

2012 IMPERIAL VALLSY FOOD PANTRY CA 20,000 

7012 IMPERIAL, COUNTY OF CA 3,750 

2012 IMPERIAL, COUNTY OF CA 23,700 

2012 IMPERIAL, COUNTY OF CA 1,875 
2012 IMPERIAL, COUNTY OF CA 775 
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FY Organization Name State Direct Guarantee Grant 

2012 IMPERIAL, COUNTY OF CA 7,500 

2012 IMPERIAL, COUNTY OF CA 7,500 

2012 IMPERIAL, COUNTY OF CA 3,750 

20 ~2 BURN INSTITUTE-IMPERIAL VALLEY CA 22,000 
CLINICAS DE SALOD DEL PUEBLO, 

2012 INC CA 13,575 
CLINICAS DE SALDD DEL PUEBLO, 

2012 INC CA 27,900 
CLINICAS DE SALUD DEL PUEBLO, 

2012 INC CA 14,250 

2012 BAYARD, CITY OF NM 9,800 

2012 BAYARD, CITY OF NM 22,250 

2012 HATCH, VILLAGE OF NM 50,000 

2012 HATCH, VILLAGE OF NM 50,350 
PRESIDIO COUNTY HEALTH 

2012 SERVICES, INC. TX 150,000 

2012 CITY OF HIDALGO 'eX 9,963,000 

2012 CeTY OF HIDALGO TX 1,500,000 

2012 DIMMIT COUNTY EMS TX 91,900 

2012 DIMMIT COUNTY EMS 7X 35,000 

2012 FREER, CTY OF TX 31,851 

2012 FREER, CITY OF TX 26,061 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the list provided in the fiscal year 2013 
hearing record of all authorized rural empowermect zones and enterprise 
comm0nities that have received USDA funds for fiscal years 2008 throuqh 2013 
and iden~ify whether those recipien~s are Round I, Round II or Round III. 

Response: The information is provided for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

EMPOWERMENT ZONES/ENTERPRISE COM~UNI~IES RECIPIENTS FOR 
E'lSCAL YEARS 2008 - 2012 

(Jollars ~n Tho~sands) 

Community Name State Desi.gnation Funding (Cumulative) 

Metlakatala Indian Community AK Round 11 F:C $2,200 

Four Corners EC AK Round II EC 2,200 

Desert Corrununities EZ CA Round II EZ 17,600 

Westside-Tule FC CA Round II EC 2,200 

Err.powerment Alliance of SW FL Flo RO'Jnd II EC 2,200 

Southwest Georgia enited EZ GA Round II EZ 17,600 

Molokai SC HI Round ,T EC 2,200 

Southernmost Illinois Delta II, Round -'-" EZ 17,600 

Town of Austin EC IN Round EC 2,200 

Wichita County EC KS Round II EC 2,200 

Bowling Green EC KY Round II ~C 2,200 
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COffi.Lluni ty Name State Designation Funding (CuIDulative) 

Kentucky Highlands EZ KY Round II EZ 

Aroostook County EZ ME Round II EZ 

Empower Lewiston EC ME Round II :::C 

Clare County EC MI Round II EC 

Mid-Delta EZ MS Round II EZ 

Fort Peck Assiniboine & Sioux 
Tribe EC MT Round II EC 

City of De;ning EC OIM Round II EC 

Griggs-Steele EZ 010 Round II SZ 

Tri-County Indian Nations EC OK Round II EC 

Fayette EC FA Round 11 EC 

Allendale ALIVE EC SC Round II EC 

Oglala Sioux Tribe EZ SO Round II EZ 

Clinch-Powell EC TN Round II EC 

FUTURO Corrununities EC TX Round II EC 

FUTURO Communities EZ TX Round II EZ 

Rio Grande Valley E.Z TX Round II EZ 

Five S~ar EC WA Round II EC 

::;lorthwoods NiiJii EC WI Round II EC 

Opper Kanawha Valley EC WV Round II EC 

EMPOWERMENT ZONES/E~TERPRISE COMMUNITIES RECIPIENTS FOR 
FISCAL YEARS 2008 - 2012 

40,000 

2,900 

2,200 

2,200 

40,000 

2,200 

2,200 

17, 600 

2,200 

2,200 

2,200 

17,600 

2,200 

2,?OO 

2,900 

40,000 

2,200 

2,200 

2,2CO 

Mr. Aderholt: Are there carryover i"unds still available in the rural 
empowerment zone and enterprise community grants program? If so, how much? 
Why is there a carryover? 

Response; There was a balance of funds for Empowerment Zones Enterprise 
Co~munities of $33,453. The balance reflects residual funds remaining which 
were not expended prior to the expiration of the program authority in 2009. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a c~art showing the carryover for each 
prograrr in RD at the end of fiscal yea~ 2012. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The lnfornation £0110 ... 18:"1 

~iscal Year 2012 Carryover Budget Au~hority for Rural Development Programs 

Rural Housing Service 

Loan Programs: 

Guaranteed community facility loans 

Guaranteed cOIfu'TlUnity facility loans - 2008 disasters 

Sec. 504 housing repair loans - 2005 hurricanes 

Carryover 

$3,309,787 

66,270 

1,285 
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Sec. 514 Farm Labor housing loans 

Multi-family housing revitalization modifications 

Xulti-family housing revitalization zero percent loans 

MUl ti-family housing ::-:evi talization soft second loans 

Multi-:amily housing p~eservatian dena revolving loan fund 

Grant Programs: 

Rural community development initiative grants 

Rural coopera-cive horr..e based health care demo 

Hazardous weather early warning sys~ems grants 

Economic impact initiative grants 

Com.'11.uni t y facility grants 

COIDITtUnity facility grants - Tribal College 

CorrmlUni ty facility grants - 2008 disasters 

Comr.lUni t y facility grants - 5/6/07 tor:1ado 

Community facility grants 2005 hG.rricanes 

Seasonal and migrant farm workers nat. disaster grants 

Sec. 504 Very low-income housing repair grants 
Sec. 504 Very low-income housing repair grants -20088-
i)isaster 

Sec. 509 Compensation for construction defects grants 

Sec. ~33 Housing preservation gran~s 

Sec. 516 Domestic farm labor housing qrants 

Processing workers housing grar.ts 

Multi-fam~ly housing vouchers 

Multi-fami:y housing revitalization grants 

Sec. 523 Mutual and self-help housing grants 

Subtotal, RHS 

Rural Utilities Service: 

Loan Programs: 

Direct water and waste disposal loans 

Guaranteed water and waste disposal loans 

Direct broadband te":"eco~:nuni.cation 4%- Mandatory 

Direct broadband telecoffii'T,unication ~reasury 

Direct broadband te.1econmunication treasury 

Disc. 

Ma:l.datory 

Grants Proqrans: 

Rural water and waste disposal grants 

Rural water and waste disposal grants 2003/2004 Hurricanes 

Rural water ar,d waste disposal grants 2008 disasters 

:Kural water and waste disposal grants - Alaska village 

Rural water and waste disposal grants - Native A..rr.erican 

Rural water and waste disposal grants Colo:1ias 

Carryover 

10,680,303 

3,309,352 

2,668,899 

5,683,057 

1,948,096 

70:,609 

580,022 

30,078 

2,659,924 

2,085,007 

14,623 

185,503 

95,774 

780,618 

134,973 

235,706 

1,545 

400,986 

448,836 

10,797,271 

2,167,370 

7,026,919 

2,186,811 

"2,365,507 

$70,566,132 

6,316,612 

868,129 

4,546 

24,078,258 ~/ 

122,683 

39,906,189 

3,536,175 

931,268 

2.7,629,2~2 

:,239,765 

3,616,761 
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Hawaiian Homelands grants 

iJistance learning and tele:r;tedicine grants 

Delta healthcare services grants 

Broadband telecommunication gra~'Cs 

High energy cost grants 

Subtotal, ROS 

Rural Business and Cooperative Development Service 

Loan Programs; 

Business and Industry g~aranteed loans 

Business and Industry guaranteed loans 200B disasters 

Business and industry NADBank guaran:eed loans 

Rural economic development loans 

3iorefinery guaranteed loan - Mandatory 

Rural microenterprise direct loans - Mandatory 

Grants Programs: 

Rural business 

Rural business 

Rural business 

Rural business 

Rural business 

enterprise grants 

enterprise grants-20GB Disasters 

opportunity grants 

enterprise grants - Native fuT.erican 

enterprise grants Tech Assist Transp 

Rural 

Rural 

business 

business 

enterprise grants - Nat. American Transp 

opportunity grants - Native American 

Rl:ral business 

Rural business 

Grant to Delta 

enterprise grants Mississjppi Delta 

opport~nity grants - Mississippi Delta 

~egiona~ Authority 

Special earmark grants 

Renewable energy feasibility studies - Mandalo~y 

Renewable energy grants under $20,000 - Mandatory 

Rural microenterprise gran~s to assist organizations 

Repowering assistance payments - Mandatory 

Mand. 

Bioenergy program for advanced biofuels payrnents - Mand. 

Rural economic development grants ~andatory 

Value-added agricultural product market developmer.t Grants, 
Discretionary. 

Agricultural marketing resource center qran"':s 

Value-added agricultural product n:arket development: grants, 
beginning and socia:ly disadvantaged farmers a~d ranchers, 
Discretionary. 

Value-added agricultural product market development grants, 
mid-tier chains, Discretionary. 

Special earmark grants 

Rural empowerment zone a-;td enterprise comm:..mity grants 

Carryover 

13,227,000 

6,362,941 

3,000,000 

11,768,955 

19,390,537 

$151,991,074 

4,963,550 

1,553,382 

351,233 

5,619,091 

40,693,875 

10:,880 

2,235,394 

3,884 

169,923 

320,881 

2,182 

248,738 

299,484 

32,339 

215 

500 

3,325 

21,031 

9,697 

28,044,728 

70,192,319 

1,417,245 

8,936,627 

1,044,550 

1,09l,041 

5,061,854 

314 

33,456 

£1 
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Value-added agricult.ural product ma:-ket development grants, 
Man.datory. 

Agricultural marketing resource center grants, Mandatory 

Value-added agricult:.1ral product market developJ1ent grants, 
beginning and socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers, 
Mandatory. 

Value-added agricultural produc:: rna~ket developrr.ent grants, 
mid-tier chains, ~andatory. 

Agriculture innovation center demonstration program grants 

Subtotal, RBS 

Grand Total 

Carryover 

52,809 

142,851 

9,557 

61,324 

16,452 

$165,699,000 

$388,257,000 

~I Unobligated balances rescinded pursuant to general provision 737 of 

PL 113-6. 

J:l1 Unobligated balances rescinded pursuant to general provision 738 of 

PL 113-6. 

DEFAULTS 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update a ten-year table showing the latest 
information on defaults for all Rural Development direct and guaranteed loan 
programs. 

Response: The information is subnitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 
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Write-ofEa on Direct Loans: 

1L 
Farm :.abor LoaDs 

Cooperative ~Qd;)S 

Self-Help 

Acquired 

PrGper:y awl Cflactels 

and O:attels 

Less 2/ 

Total LosSQ$. on Insured Loans 

Nat of Recoveries 

Includes 

RURAL HOUSING INSURANCE FUND 

WRITE-OFFS AND !..OSSES ON DIRECT LOANS 

FY 2003 th~ugh FY 2012 

(in thousands of dollars) 

~~~~--"-'-"=-~~~~ Total 

$l34,891 

39 "5;J 

14,S71 lC,21tJ 

-f' 

9,332 5,:'40 

------------ --------S16S,TH $14:',16(1 $~02,970 $1'1,438 $274,%6 

{J,43{') 

$43, $88,258 S181,030 

30 

$61,897 $lO~, 2b3 $~67, 645 $194,772 

~~~~ ~~~~~ 

and lOa:13 (sect~on 504, and si:1<).le fdni';"y ,:redit 

oalj. 

tl::e :J.!lClllc.l.a1 bu.: ::>ttll J.ncIL.dea 0:1 record. 

$239,6$6 

tD,7S'3 

$249,635 

$1,393,938 

". 
168,348 

4" 
$1,562,977 

(38,189) 

80,173 

108,458 

~ 
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Direct Paid to Lenders: 

Investments in GuarantQE!d Loans 

Purchased from Holders 1/: 

Write-offs Paid on Guaranteed Loans 

Purchaslad from Holders: 

RecoVenlaB: 2/ 

Total LosSlas Paid to Lenders and 

Write-offs on Guarantlaed Loans 

RURAL CCHruNIn ADVANCEMENT PROGRAM 

LOSS SETTLOONT ON GUltiWlTEED LOANS 

IT 2003 through F'f 2012 

(in thousands of dollars) 

~~~~~~~~ IT 2011 rY2012 'rotal 

:J4/351. 

--- ---- --- --- --- ------
Stil,:C $;2, ~68 $2~,:4I, $48, t,5"/ $::,289 SO, ~23 SE9, ~ 7') 

_______ 0 _______ 0 ______ 0 ______ C ______ ~ ______ ) 

$4;2,29:2 5)3, 39~ $',),8:'7 $ H, 06,J $:J~, (9,) $~34J S3,j 

$1,729 

41,415 

426,397 

120 

$469,661 

164,694 

719,179 

32,354 

325,777 
~ ~ _______ 0 _____ J ~ 

$!-,('3'13 $l9,731 $48,:'0:' 5': . .1./009 $344,926 

10,848 

~ b,952 ~ n,6;Jj 2{,L8t 4:,30':1 ~ 

'~2d,:69 $26,50: sb,T'3 $24,487 $21,,:139 $L,103 $287,862 

$6,270 

P'J.rchased From Holders Net. of Recoveries $28,840 $89,132 $24,665 ~ $49,839 $19,501 $49,117 $70,533 $82,354 364,666 $526,725 
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Write-offs on Insured Loans: 

Loans 

Dlsta:l(:<:, Lei:l!;:lng T<21emedl.cln.o 

!>IiC:::-o-::::ltrepre:lclcr 

Total Irlsured Loa:1s 

RURAL U'l'ILITIn SERVICE PROGRAMS 

WRITE-Oft'S AND LOSSES ON INSUEI.ED LOANS 

" 2003 '1'hrOUl1h FY 2012 

(in thousands of dollar.!ll) 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ "2008 "2009" "2010 ~ ~ Tot.1 

$9,699 $6,297 

61 5, 1,960 

SlSOl $196,874 

5,215 

22,432 
____ a ____ 0 ____ 0 ___ 25_1 ___ ,,_) ____ 0 351 

$68 $3,278 $5,639 $12,988 $12,136 $808 $116,2)6 $211,203 

Te:emedlcbe Loal' ____ O ____ 0 ____ 0 ____ , ____ , ____ a ____ , ____ 0 ___ 0 ___ , 1 

Total Losses on Insured Loans 

Net of Recoveries 

~! 

, P 

===$=0 ~ .$3,278 ~ $12,9"88 $12,186 ~ ~ $0 ~ $211,202 

wI)'. 
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DELINQUENCIES 

Mr. Aderholt: Please include a similar table showing the latest 
information on delinquencies for all Rural Development direct and 
guaranteed loan programs. 

Response: The following information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 
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Agency and loan Program 

RI'S: 

Electric Programs: 

FJectnc (includes Restructured loans) 

FFB and FFB AIR 

Guaranteed CFOCOBank 

Subtotal, Hectric Loans 

Telecommunications Program.,: 

Restructured Loans) 

FFS and fTS AIR 

Subtotal, Te!ecorrnnunIcations Progratn<; 

Programs 

Treasury Rate Direct 

BroadlundllnternetSenices Pr~rams: 

Fund - Cable 

C.nlarunteed 

Program:; 

Rural TeleJiloo.e Hank Program 

Sulltotal,RlJS 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

COMPARISON OF BORROWER DELINQUENCY RATES 

As OfS .... mber 30, 2011 As OfS'''.mber 30, 2012 

Number of Percent Total [otalPrincipal Percent Number of Percent Total Total Principal Percent 

Number Loans Delinquent Principal and Interest Delinquent Number Loans Delinquent Principal and Interest Delinquent 

of loans Delinquent # Loans Outstanding Delinquent $ Value of Loans Delinquent "loans Outstanding Delinquent $ Value 

3,005 0.0% 10,512,562,273 795,267 O.()Of1) 1,811 0.1% 7,679,806,184 948,400 0.0% 

1.292 01% 31,737,200,528 23,490 0.0% 1,392 0.0% 35,407,570,012 0 0.0% 

18 O.OO/{) 329,964,515 0 0.0% 17 0.00/0 289.496,096 0.0'/'1 
,J,315 0.00/0 42,579,727,316 818,757 0,(1% 3,220 0,(1% 43,376,872,292 948,400 00'10, 

1,662 0.1% 2,573,195,270 3,058,361 0.1% 1,322 0.3% 2,437,834,529 3,684,855 0.2% 
152 0.7% 767,983,469 676,451 0.1% 168 0.0% 865,541,064 0,0'10 

1,814 0.2% 3,341,178,739 3,734,812 0,1% 1.49<) 0.3% 3,303,375,593 3,684,855 0.1% 

6,129 0.1% 45,920,906,055 4,553,569 0.1)% 4,710 0,1% 46,680,247,885 4,633,255 00% 

22 31.8% 21,482,421 16,696,832 77.7% 23 26.1% 24,346,083 17,367,807 7L3% 

155 23 14,8% 699,034,924 29,045,595 4.2% 236 19 8.1% 991,854,471 178,888,087 18.0% 

0 0.0'/, 1,807,389 0 0.0'1, 0 0 0,(1% 0 0.0'/, 

0 0,0'10 0.0% 0,0% 0.0'/, 

156 23 14.7% 700,842,313 29,045,595 4.l% 236 19 8.1% 991,854,471 178,888,087 18.0% 

295 0.3% 416,381.079 1,362,188 0.3% 226 0,4% 337,073,978 1,705,078 0.5% 

6,602 36 0.5% 47,059,611,868 51,658,184 O.l% 5,195 31 11.6% 48,033,522,417 202,594,227 0.4% 
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Agency and Loan Program 

RHS: 

Rural HOllsing Insurance Fund (RHIF) Programs 

Single Family Housing (Sec. 502): 

Direct 

Guaranteed 

Modular Housing DemonstratiOll Program 

Subtotal. Single Family Housing 

Very Low·income Housing Repair (Sec. 504) 
\-1ulti·Famil) Housing (Sec. 515) 

Direct 

Guaranteed 

Subtotal, Mulli-Family flousing 

Site Development (Sec. 524) 

SeliCHelp Housing Land Development (Sec. 523) 

Subtotal, RHIF 

Farm Labor Housing 
Subtotal, RIIS 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
COMPARISON OF BORROWER DELINQUENCY RATES 

As or September 30, 2011 As or September 30, 2012 

Number of Percent Total rotal Principal Percent Number of Percent Total 

Number Loans Delinquent Principal and interest Delinquent Number Loans Delinquent Principal 

of Loans Delinquent # Loans Outstanding Delinquent $ Value of Loans Delinquent # Loans Outstanding 

261,260 59,571 22.8% 15,457,624,156 155,329,013 1.0'% 257,111 64,459 25.1% 15,586,143,629 

565,399 76,528 13.5% 61.990,442,147 260,830,428 0.4% 671,274 88,532 13.2% 75,683,366,487 

38 6 15.8% 558,120 1.141 02% 36 IU% 528,223 

826,697 136,105 16.5% 77,448,624,423 416,160,582 0.5% 928.421 152,995 16.5% 91,270,038,339 

52,360 5,068 9.7% 202,880,028 997,317 0.5% 50,736 5,689 11.2% 190,122,226 

25,096 2,187 8.7% 10,945,529,000 28,049,000 0.3% 24,429 1,777 73% 10,825,912,000 

474 3 0.6% 579,22l,410 21,029,803 3.6% l50 0.5% 668,204,431 

25,570 2,190 &.6% 11,524,754,410 49,078,803 0.4% 24,979 1,780 7.1% 11,494,116,.31 

11 8 72.7% 6,083,000 3,l74,000 58.8% 15 12 80.0% 6,228,000 

904,638 143,371 15.8% 89,182,341,861 469,810,702 0.5% 1.004,151 160.476 16.0% 102,960,504,996 

1,056 62 5.9% 307,912,000 440,000 0.1% 1,044 79 7.6% 329,137,000 

905,694 143,433 Il.8% 89,490,253,861 470,250,702 0.5% 1,005,195 160,555 16.0% 103,289,641,996 

Total Prineipal Percent 

and Interest Delinquent 

Delinquent $ Value 

187,482,907 1.2% 

343,926,827 0.5% 

524 O.pl/O 

531,410,258 0.6% 

1,039,031 0.5% 

I 
27,572,000 0.3%1 

3,485,955 0.5% 
31,057,955 0.3% 

3,30l,000 53.1% 

566,812,244 0.6% 

358,000 0.1% 
567,170,244 0.5% 
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Agency and Loan Program 

RBC'S: 

Rural De",lopment Loon Fund 

Rural &:ooonDc Dewlopmeot Program 

Business and Industry Loans 

R~P 

Sultutal,RBCS 

PROGM\fS 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

COMPARISON OF BORROWER DELINQUENCY RATES 

A, orSeplember 30, 2011 As orSeplemberJO,2012 

Number of Percent Total rotal Principal Percent Number of Percent Total Total Principal Percent 

Number Inans Delinquent Principal and Interest Delmquen Number Loans Delinquent Principal and Interest Delinquent 

of Loans Delinquent # Loans ~ Delinquent $ Value of Loans Delinquent # Loans Outstanding Delinquent $ Value 

1,013 15 1.5% 468,800,602 1,350,436 0,3% 1,028 14 1.4% 453,693,800 901,882 0.2% 

357 12 3.4% 110,350,445 64,019 0.1% 352 15 4.3% 112,564,484 66,145 0.1% 

66 31 47,11'10 36,727,000 17,705,000 48.2% 55 24 43.6(% 29,854,000 16,959,000 56.8'% 

O.OUIo 0.11'10 142 0.11'10 14,914,045 0 0.£)% 

1,436 58 4.11'10 615,878,047 19,119,455 3.1% 1,577 53 3.4% 611,026,329 17,927,027 2.9% 
942,643 144,116 153% 160,879,852,696 788,966"~83 0.5% 1,(j"D,501 __ 161,191 15j% 176,456,859,86I 1,027,954,253 0.6% 
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Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a ten-year table showing the default and 
delinquency rates for all Rural Development direc~ and gaaranteed loan 
programs. 

Response: The information is subDitted for the record. 
[The informa~ion follows:] 

Rural Development 

Loan Portfolio 

Direct Portfolio 

Rural Housing 

Single Family Housing 

Multi~Family Housing 

Community Facility 
Total Rural Housing 

Rural Utilities 

Water & Waste 
Electric 

Telecommunications 
Total Rural Utilities 

Rural Business 

Business and Industry 

RMAP 
Intermediary Relending Prog/HH5 

Rural Economic Development 
Total Rural Business 

Total Direct Portfolio 

Guaranteed Portfolio 

Rural Housing 

Single Family Housing 

Multi-Family Housing 

Community Facility 
Total Rural Housing 

Rural utilities 

Water & Waste 
Electric/other 

Total Rural Utilities 

Rural Busfness 

Business and Industry 
Total Rural Business 

Total Guaranteed Portfolio 

Total Loan Portfolio 

September 30 ZOO3 
Delinquent loans> 30 Days 

September 30 2004 
Delinquent Loans> 30 Days 

Amount of Principal Delinquent %Datq. Amount of Principal Delinquent %Delq. 

Outstanding Principal balance Prin. Outstanding Principal balance Prin. 

$14,172,925,001 

$11,809,479,000 
$1,582,022,144 

$27,564,426,145 

$7,500,216,032 

$27,661,491,688 
$4,388,602,819 

$39,550.310,539 

$105,842,000 

$402,448,081 

$77,924,625 
$586,214.706 

$67,700,951,390 

$12,769,181,919 

$75,550,205 
$391,729,884 

$13,236,462,008 

$28,921,612 

$515,589,367 
$544,510,979 

$2,367,277,528 

$144,522,975 
$67,330,352 

52,579,130,855 

$36,625,713 

$4,855,724 
$23,128,176 

$64,609,613 

$42,677,037 

$7,350,417 

$2,104,749 
$52,132,203 

2,695,872,671 

$804,582,931 

$0 
$16,954,500 

$821,537,431 

$0 
$0 
$II 

16.70 $13,584,339,083 

1.22 $11,766,019,000 
4.26 $1,665,139,031 
9.36 $27,015,497,114 

0.49 $7,814,102,176 

0.02 $27,966,165,698 
0.53 $4,431,699,048 

0.16 $40,211,966,922 

40.32 $90,709,000 

1.83 $412,897,545 

2.70 $75,449,804 
8.89 $579,056,349 

3.98 $67,806,520,385 

6.30 $13,442,389,420 

0.00 $102,296,491 
433 $438,808,533 
6.21 $13,983,494,444 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

$33,066,754 

$479,321,176 

$512.387,930 

$2,235,980,386 
$156,085,003 

$58,607,823 
$2,450,673,212 

$45,106,566 

$5,248,987 
$32,991,992 

$83,347,545 

$41,742,652 

$5,476,471 

$1,163,327 
$48,382,450 

2,582,403.207 

$775,305,119 

$0 
$11,238,820 

$786,543,939 

$0 
$0 
$II 

16.46 

1.33 
3.52 

9.07 

0.58 
0.02 

0.74 

0.21 

1.33 
1.54 

8.36 

3.81 

5.77 
0.00 

2.56 
5.62 

0.00 

0.00 
0,00 

$4,091,054,395 $586,935,996 14.35 $4,233,690,385 $495,327,907 11.70 
14.091,054,395 $586.935.996 14.35 $4.,233,690,385 $495,327,907 11.7 

17,872.027,382 1,408.473,427 7.88 18,729,572,759 1,281,871.846 6.84 

$85,572,978,772 $4,104,346,098 4,80 $86,536,093,144 $3,864,275,053 4,47 
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Septembe[ 3Q 201lS September 3Q 2006 
Rural Development Delinquent loans> 30 Days Delinquent Loans> 30 Days 

Loan Portfolio Amount of Principal Delinquent % Oelq. Amount of Principal Dolinquent %Delq. 

Outstanding Principal balance Prin. Outstanding Principal balance Prln. 

Direct Portfolio 

Rural Housing 

Single Family Housmg $13,174,315,570 $2,069,685,572 15.71 $13,010.046,315 $1,992,371,041 15.31 

Multi-Family Housing $11,722,944,000 $158,488,995 135 $11,629,408,000 $170,960,311 147 

Community Facility $1,824,902,OCO $55,131,936 3.02 $2,141,666,000 $56,554,423 264 
Tolal Rural Housing $26,722,161,570 $2,283,306,503 8.54 $26,781,120,315 $2,219,885,715 8.29 

Rural Utilities 

Water & Waste $8,170,218,000 $54,815,808 0.67 $8.635,464,000 $61,511,959 0.71 

Electric $30,160,419,954 $4,739,479 0.02 $34,015,167,760 $3,117,610 0.01 

Telecommunications $4,059,525,752 $50,100,636 123 $3,956,553,456 $45,901,538 1 16 
Total Rural utilities 542,390,163,106 $109,655,923 0.26 $46,607,185,216 $110,531,107 0.24 

Rural Business 

Business and Industry $83,725,000 $46,622,037 55.68 $71,558,000 $43,422,870 60.68 

RMAP 

Intermediary Relending Prog/HHS $429,131,415 $5,525,656 129 $442,665,122 $831,775 0.19 

Rural Economic Development $73,228,861 $1,494,759 2.04 $88,961,100 $760,828 0.86 

Total Rural Business $586,085,276 $53,642,452 9.15 5603,184,222 $45,015,473 7.46 

Total Direct Portfolio 569,698,410,552 2,446,604,878 3.51 $73.991,489,753 2,375,432,355 3.21 

Guaranteed Portfolio 

Rural Housing 

Single Family Housing $14,118,215,281 $797,711,928 5.65 $15,095,751,938 $820,439,446 543 
Multi-Family Housing $179,187,551 $0 0.00 $229,762,264 $1,388,483 060 
Community Facility $496,906,318 $22,233,438 447 $547,432,906 $16,044,074 2.93 

Total Rural Housing $14.794,309,150 $819,945,366 5.54 $15,812,947,108 $837,872,003 5.28 

Rurailltilities 

Water & Waste $32,060,220 $2,310,491 7.21 $33,601,928 $0 000 
Electric/Other $453,304,181 $0 0.00 $391,403,954 $0 0,00 

Total Rural Utilities $485.364,401 $2,310.491 0.48 $425,005.882 $0 0.00 

Rural Business 

Business and Industry $4,225,993,265 $413,041,608 9.77 $3,900,929,662 $319,114,148 8.18 
Total Rural Business $4.225,993,265 $413,041,608 9.77 $3,900,929,662 $319,114,148 8.18 

Total Guaranteed Portfolio 19,505,666,816 1,235,297,465 6.33 20,198,882,652 1,156,986,151 5.73 

Total Loan Portfolio $89,204,071,368 $3,681,902.343 4.13 594,190,372,405 $3,532,418,506 3.75 
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SeQtemberlQ 2007 seQ1emb:er 3Q ZQt§ 

Rural Development Delinquent Loans> 30 Days Delinquent Loans> 30 Days 
Loan Portfolio Amount of Principal Delinquent %Oelq. Amount of Principal Delinquent %Delq. 

Outstanding Principal balance Prin. Outstanding Principal balance Prin. 

Direct Portfolio 

Rural Housing 

Single Family Housing $13,100,046,926 $2.069,216.379 1580 $13,348,213,250 $2,384.541.388 17.86 

Multi-Family Housing $11,556,725,000 $197,470.331 1.71 $11,465,207,000 $190,632.065 1.66 

Community Facility $2,480,261,000 $77.472.210 3.12 $2,767,391,000 $78,029,048 2.82 

Total Rural Housing $27,137,032,926 $2,344,158,920 8.64 $27,580,811,250 $2,653,202,501 9.62 

Rural Utilities 

Water & Waste $9,152,362,000 $45,190,889 0.49 $9,858,931,000 544,772,454 0.45 

Electric $35,867,873,209 $928,440 0.00 $37.492.219.623 $862,387 000 

Telecommunications $3.992.748,297 $52,187.044 1.31 $4.065,911,688 $52,869,500 1.30 

Total Rural utilities 549,012,983,506 $98,306,373 0.20 $51,417,062,311 $98,504,341 0.19 

Rural Business 

Business and Industry $60,980,000 $38,719,635 63.50 $46,508,000 $22,031.778 47.37 

RMAP 
Intermediary Relending Prog/HHS 5460,036,613 $831,775 0.18 $465,430,557 $2,813.442 060 

Rural Economic Development $90,632,446 $600,000 066 $100,272,138 $2,348,711 2.34 

Total Rural Business $611,649,069 $40,151,410 6.56 $612,210,695 $27,193,931 4.44 

Total tNrect Portfolio $76,761,665,491 2,482,616,703 3.23 $79,610,084,266 2,778,900,773 3.49 

Guaranteed Portfolio 

Rural Housing 

Single Family Housing $17.103,241.171 $905,853,491 5.30 $21,652,304,867 $2,5&1,618,375 11.92 

Multi-Family Housing $253,858,346 $55,080,375 21.70 $293,513,268 $47,289,076 16.11 

Community Facility $662.512,244 $27,870,514 4.21 $693,265,102 $30,562,433 4.41 

Total Rural Housing $18,019,611,761 $988,804,380 5.49 $22,639,083,237 $2,658,469,884 11.74 

Rural Utilities 

Water & Waste $36.880.548 $0 0.00 $67,991,916 $2,148,115 3.16 

Electric/other $402,490,984 $0 0.00 $387,571,976 $0 0.00 

Total Rural Utilities $439,371,532 $0 0.00 $455,563,892 $2,148,115 0.47 

Rural Business 

Business and Industry $3,681,893,100 $331,292,096 9.00 $3,770,053,800 $347,872,950 9.23 

Total Rural Business $3,681,893,100 $331,292,096 9.00 $3,770,053,800 $347,872,950 9.23 

Total Guaranteed Portfolio 22,140,876,393 1,320,096,476 5.96 26,864,700,929 3,008,490,949 11.20 

Total Loan Portfolio $98,902,641,884 $3,802,713,179 3.8< $106,474,786,185 $5,787,391,722 5." 
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Sl.uglmbttr 3D: 2OQ2 SIRtember 3:0 Mil 
Rural Development Delinquent Loans> 30 Days Delinquent Loans> 30 Days 

loan Portfolio Amount of Principal Delinquent %Delq. Amount of Principal Delinquent % Delq. 

Outstanding Principal balance Prjn. Outstanding Principal balance Prin. 

Direct Portfolio 

Rural Housing 

Single Family Housing $13,866,899,622 $2,753,206.105 19.85 $15,135.722,480 $3.067,356,349 20.27 

Multi-Family Housing $11,408,521,000 $229,541,142 2.01 $11,327,192,000 $219,350,535 1.94 

Community Facility $3,058,714,000 $99,863,230 3.26 $3,300,538,000 $122,627,878 3.72 

Total Rural Housing $28,334,134,622 $3,082,610,477 10.88 $29,763,452,480 $3,409,334,762 11.45 

Rural Utilities 

Water & Waste $10,380,576,000 $67,497,530 0.65 $10,898,410,000 $133,193,915 1.22 

Electric $39,994,977,635 $1,568,435 0.00 $40,716,526,659 $1,947,483 0,00 

Telecommunications $4,136,256,230 $57,160,653 1.38 $4,324,142,251 $109,650,153 2.54 

Total Rural Utilities $54.511.809,865 $126,226,618 0.23 $55,939.078,910 $244,791,551 0.44 

Rural Business 

Business and Industry $41,981,000 $23,970,052 57.10 $39,965,000 $25,571,904 63.99 

RMAP 
Intermediary Relending Prog/HHS $471,823,709 $4,268,633 0.90 $474,433,759 $6,793,433 143 

Rural Economic Development $104,561,135 $740,000 0.71 $103,750,994 $5,473 0.01 

Total Rural Business $618.365.844 $28,978,685 4.69 $618,149,753 $32,370,810 5.24 

Total Direct Portfolio $83,464,310,331 3,237,815,780 3.88 586,320,681,143 3,686,497,123 4.27 

Guaranteed Portfolio 

Rural Housing 

Single Family Housing $33,657,773,172 $4,416,259,255 13.12 $49,747,330,249 $5,899,546,601 11_86 

Multi-Family Housing $375,841,592 $47,078,917 12.53 $511,302,698 $46,059,939 9.01 

Community Facility $789,611,518 $37,774,792 4.78 $900,557,656 $23,161,4134 2_57 

Total Rural HouSIng $34,823,226,282 $4,501,112,964 12,93 $51,159,190,603 $5,968,768,024 11.67 

Rural Utilities 

Water & Waste $69,093,854 $1,077,868 156 $63,865,370 $0 0.00 
Electric/Other $371,307,313 $0 0.00 $349,721,348 $0 0.00 

Total Rural Utilities $440,401,167 $1,077,868 0.24 $413,586,718 $0 0.00 

Rural Business 

Business and industry $4,396,119,576 $535,458,671 12,18 $5,677,580,332 $647,005,485 11.01 

Total Rural Business $4,396,119,576 $535,458,671 12.18 $5.877,580,332 $647,005,485 11.01 

Total Guaranteed Portfolio 39,659,747,025 5,037,649,503 12,70 57,450,357.653 6,615,773,509 11.52 

Total Loan Portfolio ~123.124,057 ,356 ~8.275,465 283 6.72 ~143 771 038 796 ~10,302 270 632 7.17 
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September 30 Z011 SeRuunRe:r 3D ZOU 
Rural Development Oelhlquent Loans> 30 Days Delinquent loans:> 30 Days 

Loan Portfolio Amount of Principal Delinquent % Delq. Amount of Principal Delinquent % Delq. 

Outstanding Principal balance Prln. Outstanding Principal balance Prln. 

Direct Portfolio 
Rural Housing 

Single Family Housing $15,661.062,304 $3,410,761,013 21.78 $15,776,794,078 $3,860,545,020 24.47 

Multi-Family Housing $11,259.524,000 $219.132,732 195 $11,161,277,000 $206,782,018 185 

Community Facility $3.791,609,000 $141,391,984 3.73 $4,165,281,000 $180,241,446 433 

Total Rural Housing $30,712,195,304 $3,771,285,729 12.28 $31,103,352,078 $4,247,568,484 13.66 

Rural Utilities 

Water & Waste $11,813,743,000 $142,202,484 1.20 $12.004.297,000 $125,725,161 1.05 

Electlic $42,249,762,801 $1.866,825 0.00 $43,087,376,196 $1,447,861 0.00 

Telecommunications $4,479,884,552 $215,199,929 4.80 $4,656,650,125 $267,219,531 5.74 

Total Rural Utilities $58,543,390,353 1359,269,238 0.61 159,748,323,321 $394,392,553 066 

Rural Business 

Business and Industry $36,727,000 $25.312,472 68.92 29,854,000 $22,212,832 74.40 

RMAP 14,914,045 $0 0.00 

Intermediary Relending Prog/HHS $468,800,602 $7,182,949 1.53 $453,693,800 $5,253,101 1.16 

Rural Economic Development $110,350,445 $3,158 000 $112,564,484 $400,371 0.36 

Total Rura.l Business $615,878.047 $32,498,579 5.28 $611,026,329 $27,866,304 4.56 

Total Dir-ect Portfolio $89,871,463,704 4,163,053,546 4.63 191,462,701,728 4,669,827,341 5.11 

Guaranteed Portfolio 

Rural Housing 

Single FamHy Housing $61,990,442,147 $8,017,984,786 12.93 $75,683,366,487 $9.628,542,279 1272 

Multi-Family Housing $579,225,410 $19,128,365 3.30 $668,204,431 $6,006,470 0.90 

Community Facility $1,017,721.742 $27,753,560 2.73 $1.173,174,000 $49,050,168 4.18 

Total Rural Housing $63,587,389,299 18,064,866,711 12.68 $77,524,744,918 $9,683,598,917 12.49 

Rural Utilities 

Water & Waste $62,348,855 $D 000 $90,699,867 $0 0.00 

Electric/Other $329,964,515 $0 0.00 $289,496.096 $0 000 

Total Rural Utilities $392,313,370 $0 0.00 $380,195,963 $0 0.00 

Rural Business 

Business and Industry $7,028,686,323 $602,168,643 8.57 $7,089,217,252 $549,965,422 7.76 

Total Rural BuSiness $7,028,686,323 5602,168,643 8.57 $7,089,217,252 $549,965,422 7.76 

Total Guaranteed Portfolio 71,008,388,992 8,667,035,354 12.21 84,994,158,133 10,233,564,339 12.04 

Total Loan Portfolio 1:160879852696 112j 830 088 900 7.97 1:176 456 8591861 1:14903 1391 1680 8.45 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide for the record the total nunber and related 
dollar amount of all fiscal year 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013 service conlracts, 
which support.ed the delivery of rural development programs. 

Response: The total number and related dollar amount of all fiscal year 
2010, 201::', 2012 and 20:'3 service contracts, which supported the delivery of 
rural development programs, arc as follows: 

FY 2010 6,698 transactions total ng $14,556,231.22 
FY 2011 5,986 transactions ~otal ng $33,390,588.30 
FY 2012 5,181 transactions total ng $40,620,001,18 
FY 2013 2,054 transactions total ng $24,295,756,46 
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Mr. Aderholt: How many employees assigned to the Rural Development 
mission areas are detailed outside of r<.ur"al Development, and to which 
agencies are they detailed? 

Response: There are three employees detailed outside of Rural 
Development. One employee detailed to the USLlA Departmental Management (DM), 
one employee detailed to the Department 0: Interior, Bureau of ~and 
Management and; one employee detailed to the Agriculture, Rural Development, 
Food and Drug Administration and related agencies subcommittee. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the Committee o~ the number of State offices, 
county offices, and Rural Development offices. 

Response: Rural Developmer.t has 47 State and 485 field offices that are 
co-located in the cOIT~unities they serve. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please prov~de for the record a copy of the Rural 
Development's Loan Portfolio as of January 31, 2013. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The jnformation follows: J 
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Rural Development 

Loan Portfolio 
As of ..January 31, 2013 

Delinquent Loans;o. 30 days Delinquent Loans'> 1 Year 

Loan Portfolio #0' Amount of Principal # Loan % Loan DeUnquent % Delq. # Loon "/0 Loan Delinquent 

Loans Outstanding Oellnq. Oelloq. Principal balance Prin. Delinq. Oellnq. Principal balance 

Direct Portfo!.i9 
Housing and Community Facilities 

Smgle FamIly Housmg 305,413 $15,752,906,766 74,297 2433 $4,156,017,280 2636

1 

21,921 7,18 $1,160,113,515 

Multi-Fi:lmily Housing 25,.227 $11.139,125,000 ~ 331 ··2.19 $203,179,510 1.82 ·202 ·'1.33 $134,969,998 

Community Facility 6,169 $4,419,870,000 130 2.11 $176,530,494 3.99 75 1.22 $105,781,888 

Total Housing & Community Foc. 336,809 $31,311,001.786 ~"* 74,427 .. u 23.89 $4,536,727,284 14.49 "'·21,996 ~** 7,06 $1,400,865,399 

Utilities 

Water & Waste 17,478 $11,984,993,000 0.53 $107,659,683 090 26 015 $34,006,514 

Electnc 3,132 $43,534,225,630 $20,667,125 0.05 1 003 $1,426,252 

Telecommunications 1,896 $4,656,220,569 2.00 $313,574,147 673 26 137 $229,810,079 

Total utilities 22,506 $6(1,177,439,199 13. 0.60 $441,900,966 0.73 .3 $286,242,846 

Business and Cooperative 

Business Clnd Industry $26,692,000 16 $20,566,676 77,05 14 28.57 $19,586,644-

RMAP $17,145,842 6 4.71 $1,287,915 7.51 0 '0 
!ntermediarv Aelending Prog/HHS 1,031 $447,741,800 $7,122.405 1_59 0.58 $3,394,936 

Rural Economic Development $123,646,837 0.55 $932,963 0.75 000 $0 

Total Bu8lness & CoopereUve 1,615 $616,226,479 2.60 $29.009,969 4.86 20 1.24 $22,961,682 

Total Oirect Portfolio 360,93<1 $92,104,667,464 "··74,603 "··22.22 $6,007,538,198 •. 44 *"''' 22.069 .. ,," 6.67 $1.689,089,826 

Gyaranteed Portfolio 

Housing and Community Facilities 
Single Family Housing 705,126 $80,086,274,257 93,5.e7 13.27 $10,196,456,059 1273

1 

15,857 2_25 $1,805,266,939 

Mult!-Family HousIng 575 $714,697,910 0.35 $4,276,291 060 2 $4,276,291 

Community Facility 710 $1,209,382,061 20 262 $48,940,669 4.05 15 2_11 $29,538,712 

Total Housing & Community FilG. 7(16,411 $82,(11(1,364,228 93,609 13.26 $10,249,673,019 12,60 16.874 2.25 $1,839,081,942 

utilities 
Water & Waste $81,546,432 0.00 '0 000 000 $0 

Electnc/Other $277,239,408 $0 0.00 0,00 '0 
Total UtHities •• $368,787,84tI 0.00 $0 0.00 0.00 $0 

Busne_and Cooperative 

Business and Industry 3,667 $8,995,613,970 $547,620,434 783 16B $365,588,559 

Total Bufllne8l!j, & Cooperative 3,667 $6,996,813,970 2.' 7,12 $647,820,434 7.83 188 6,13 $386,688,669 

Total Guaranteed Portfolio 710,163 $89,364,7156,038 93,870 13.22 $10,797,293,463 12,08 16,062 2.26 $2,224,670,601 

Total Loan Portfolio 1,071,093 $161,469,323,602 .... ·168.473 ···16.11 $16,804,831,6151 8.71 **" 38,131 .... " 3.66 $3.913,760,327 

• Number of projects delinquent, 
d The '% of projects deHnquent: Number of projects delinquent dl\4ded by number of prOJects outstandmg There Bra 15,146 projects outstandIng as of January 31, 2013 

.... Exctude Multi-Family Housing Projects (Direct) 

% Delq. 
Prln. 

736 

121 

2.39 

4.47 

026 

0.001 

4.9~ 

0." 

73,3 

0.0 

~:~~i 
1.83 

225 

0.60 
244 

2.241 

~:~~! 
0,001 

5.51 

6.61 

2,49 

2.161 
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POPuLATION REQUIREMENTS 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update information provided in the fiscal year 
2013 hearing record on the population requirements for all Rural 
Development programs. 

Response: The information is submit~ed for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

Rural Business-Cooperative Service 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM POPULATION REQUIREMENTS 
BUSINESS & COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS 

Business and Any area outside the boundaries of a city or 
Industry (B&1) town of more than 50,000 population and the 
Guaranteed Loan urbanized area contiguous and adjacer:t to 
Program such city or town. Per the 2008 Farm Bill, 

the program considers rural in character and 
strings in de~ermin~ng rural areas. 

North American Businesses in cOIilmunities with significant 
Development Bank levels of workers adversely iopacted by 
Guaranteed Loans NAFTA-related trade as designated by NADBank 

and areas outside the boundaries of a city 
or town of more than 50,000 population aCId 
urbanized area contiguous and adjacent to 
such city or town. 

Rural Business Any area outside the boundaries of a city or 
Enterprise Grants town of more than 50,000 population and the 
(RBEG) urbanized area contiguous and adjacent to 

such city or town. 
Rural Development Areas outside the boundaries of a city or 
Loan Fund: town of 25,000 or more. 
Intermediary 
Relending 
Prograo 

Rural Economic Any area outside the boundaries of a city or 
Development town of more than 50,000 population and the 
Loans and Grants urbanized area contiguous ar:d adjacent to 
(REDLG) such city or town. 

Rural Any area outside the boundaries of a city or 
Microentrepreneur town 0: more than 50,000 population and the 
Assistance urbanized area contiguous and adjacent to 
Program(Loans and such city or town. 
Grants) 
Biorefinery Per Interim Rule: There is no population 
Assistance Program requirement. The project must be located in 

a State in the U. S. cr its recognized 
provinces. 
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RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM POPULATION REQUIREMENTS 
BUSINESS & COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS 

Repowering Per Interim Rule: There is no population 
Assistance requirement. The refinery must be located 

in a State in the U.S. or i~s recognized 
provinces. 

Advanced Biofuel Per Interim Rule: There is no population 
Payment Program requirement. The facility must be located 

in a State in the U.S. or its recognized 
provinces. 

Rural Energy for Project must be located in any area outside 
America (REAP) the boundaries of a city or town of more 
Guaranteed Loans and than 50,000 population and the urbanized 
Grants area contiguous and adjacent to such city or 

town unless the recipient is an agricultural 
producer. Agricultural producers are not 
required to meet rural area requirements. 

Health Care Services Lower Mississippi region and Alabama. 
Rural Business Outside a metropolitan statistical area or 
Investment within a community having a population of 
Program 50,000 or less. 
Rural Cooperative Countrywide 
Development Grant 
(RCDG) 
Appropriate Countrywide 
Technology Transfer 
for Rural Areas 
(ATTRA) 
Research on National Count"ywide 
Economic Impact of 
Cooperatives 
(RCDG Mandate) 
Small Socially Areas outside towns having a population 
Disadvantaged greater than 50,000 and any adjacent 
Producer Grant urbanized area, or, an urbanized area that 
(RCDG mandate) is nevertheless "ural in character. 
Value-added Countrywide 
Agricultural Market 
Development Producer 
Grants (VAPG) 
Rural Business Any area outside the boundaries of a city or 
Opportunity Grants town of more than 50,000 population and the 
(RBOG) urbanized area contiguous and adjacent to 

such city or town. 
Grant Program for Any area outside the boundaries of a city 0" 

Employment town of more than 50,000 population and the 
Opportunities for urbanized area contiguous and adjacent to 
People with such city 0" town. 
Disabilities in 
Rural Areas 
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RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM POPULATION REQUIREMENTS 
BUSINESS & COOPERATIVE PROGRA."1S 

189O Land-Grant Small rural American communities that have 
Institutions Rural the most economic need. 
Entrepreneurial 
Outreach and 
Development 
Initiative 
Technical Advisory Countrywide 
Service to 
Cooperatives 
Technical Advisory Countrywide 
Service to Producers 
Desiring to Form a 
Cooperative 
Provide Technical Less than 50,000. 
Assistance to rural 
comHlunities 
National Rural The 50 States including the Commonwealth of 
Development Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands of the 
Partnership United States, Guam, American Samoa, the 

Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, and, to the extent the Secretary 
determines it to be feasible and 
appropriate, the Freely Associated States 
and tce Federated States of Micronesia. 
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RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRA."1 POPULATION REQUIREMENTS 
RURAL HOUSING AND COMMUNITY FACILITY PROGRAMS 

Section 502 Direct Eligible rural areas, cities, and towns of less 
Loans than 20,000 popUlation. 

Section 502 Eligible rural areas, cities and towns of less 
Guaranteed Loans than 20,000 popUlation. 

Section 504 Housing Eligible rural areas, cities and towns of less 
Repair Direct Loans than 20,000 populaU on. 

Section 504 Housing Eligible rural areas, cities and towns of less 
Repair Grants than 20,000 popUlation. 

Section 509 Eligible rural areas, cities and towns of less 
Construction Defect than 20,000 popUlation. 
Compensation 
Section 514 and 516 No population restriction. 
Farm Labor Housing 

Section 515 Rural Eligible rural areas with popUlations of 20,000 
Rental Housing or less. 
Direct Loans 
Multi - Family Housing EligibL i ty based on Section 515 and Section 
Revita:!..ization 514/516 requirements; Rental Assistance is 
Demonstration available to all Section 515 and 514/516-
Program financed projects. 
Section 52l Rental Eligibil ity based on Section 515 and Section 
Assistance 514/516 requirements; Rental Assistance is 

available to all Sect jon 515 and 514/516-
financed projects. 

Section 523 Mutual Eligible rural areas, cities and towns of less 
and Self-Help Gra.!'1ts than 20,000 population. 
and Technical 
Assistance 
Section 523 Self- Eligible rural areas, cities and towns of less 
Help Site Loans than 20,COO popUlation. 

Section 524 Site Eligible rural areas I cities and towns of less 
Development Loans than 20,000 population. 

Section 525 Eligible rural areas, ci.ties and towns of less 
Technical and than 20,000 population. 
Supervisory 
Assistance 
Section 533 Housing Eligible rural areas, cities and towns of less 
Preservation Grants than 20,000 popUlation. 

Section 538 Rural R'-lral areas with popUlations of 20,000 or less. 
Rental Housing 
Guaranteed Loans 
Section 542 Housing Eligibility based on Section 515 and Section 
Vouchers 514/516 requirements; Vouchers are available to 

qualified tenants in all Section 515 and Section 
514/516-financed projects that prepay or are 
foreclosed. 
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RURAL DEViCLOPMENT PROGRAM POPULATION REQUIREMENTS 
RURAL HOUSING AND COMMUNITY FACILITY PROGRAMS 

Community Facility Eligible rural areas, cities and towns of less 
Direct Loan than 20,000 population. 

Community Facili,:y Eligible rural areas, ci:ies and towns of less 
Guaranteed Loan than 20,000 population. 

Community Facility Eligible rural areas, cities and t.awns of less 
Grant than 20,000 population. 

Rural COffi."'Tlunity Eligible beneficiaries and recipients in 
Development conununities of 50,000 or less. 
Initiative 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM POPULATION REQUIREMENTS 
RURAL UTILITIES SERVICE 

Water- and Waste Rural areas and towns with a population of 10,000 
Disposal Direct or less. 
Loans and Grants 

Distance Lear!1ing Areas outside incorporated or unincorporated 
and Telemedicine cities with population over 20,000. 

Rural Broadband An eligible rural area means any area, as 
Access Loan and Loan confirmed by the latest decennial census of the 
Guarantee Program Bureau of the Census, which is not located 

within 

(1) a city, town, or incorporated area that has 
a popUlation of greater than 20,000 inhabi-::ants; 
or 

(2 ) an urbanized area contiguous and adjacent to 
a city or town that has a population of great:er 
Lhan 50,000 inhabitants. 

Telecom Loan Program Areas outside incorporated or unincorporated 
cities with population over 5,000 

Electric Loan Rural areas outside the boundaries of a city or 
Program town of more than 20,000 population or any areas 

served by an existi:lg elect.!:'ic borrower on June 
18, 200B. 
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AUTHORIZATIONS 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the USC cite for each loan program 
where a fee is authorized in law. If the fee is not set in authorizing 
legislation, please provide what the authority is for charging a fee. 
Aiso l provide what the authorized fee limits are for each loan program 
as currently authorized in law. 

Response: Rural Development program fees authorizations are 
provided for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

Rural Business Service 

The Business and Industry Guaranteed Loan Program (B&I) is authorized 
to charge fees under sections 307(b) and 310B(g) (5) of the CONACT along 
with subsection (b) of 7 USC Section 1927. Currently, Rural 
Development charges an upfront guarantee fee, as well as an annual 
renewal fee. FY 2013 Agriculture Appropriations Act authorized the 
agency to charge a guaranteed upfront fee of up to 3 percent in which 
the agency implemented through a NOFA published on Febr~ary 6, 2012 (77 
FR 5759). 

The fees for the Rural Energy for America Program and the Biorefinery 
Assistance Program are established in the regulations governing the 
programs specific ci~ations are: 

Biorefinery Assistance Program: 7 CFR 4279-C, section 
4279.226 

Rural Energy for America Program: 7 CFR 4280-B, section 
4280.127 

Rural Housing Service 

The Single Family Housing Section 502 guaranteed loan fee and annual 
fee are authorized by 42 U.S.C. 1472(h) (8). The limit for the up-front 
guarantee fee for purchase transactions is 3.5 percent. The limit in 
the fee was raised to 3.5 percent by the passage of Public Law 111-212 
(H.R. 4899) and the fee has been s~bsequently raised up to that iimi~. 
Public Law 111-212 (H.R. 4899) also provided the authority to introduce 
an annual fee, of up to 0.5 percent of the average annual principal 
balance per year. 

For Fiscal Year 2013, the upfront fee for purchase loan transactions is 
2 percent and for refinance transactions is 2 percent. In addition, 
both purchase and refinance transactions carry an annual fee of 0.4 
percent. 

The Sec. 502 direct loan appraisal fee is authorized in 42 U.S.C. 
1480(j). 

The Section 515 Multi-family loan program is authorized to charge a fee 
under 42 U.S.C. 1485. 7he authorization to charge fees is limited to 
late charges, although there are no liffiits to the amount of the late 
charge that may be imposed. 
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The Section 538 guaranteed multi~family loan program fee is authorized 
under 42 U.S.C. 1490; and it establishes a limitation on fees charged 
in 42 U.S.C. 1490 through a one percent :imit on the up front guarantee 
fee. The Section 515 multi-family loan program is authorized to charge 
a fee under 42 U.S.C. i485. The authorization to charge fees is 
limited to late charges, although there are no limits to the amount of 
the late charge that may be imposed. 

The Comrnunity Facilities guaranteed loan program fee is authorized in 
program regulations at 7 CFR 3575.29(a). The guaranteed loan fee will 
be the applicable guarantee fee rate multiplied by the principal loan 
amount mUltiplied by the percent of guarantee. The guarantee fee rate 
is established at 1 percent under RD Instruc~ion 440.1, Sxhibit K. 

R;.lral Utili !:ies Service 

Rural Utilities Service programs are not authorized to charge fees with 
the limited exception provided under section 313A of the Rural 
Electrificatlon Act (7 U.S.C. 940c-1) which assesses an annual fee of 30 
basis points on the unpaid principal balance of guaranteed underwritjng 
loans to nonprofit lenders for electrification and telephone p~rposes. 
The fees generated are deposited to the rural economic development 
subaccount. 

HEALTHY FOOD FINANCING INITIATIVE AND 
REGIONAL INNOVATION INITIATIVE 

Mr. Aderholt: Please list all expenditures by program to date spent on 
the Healthy Food Financing Initiative and the Regional Innovation 
Initiative. How much do you estimate will be spent on the iniliatives in 
f~scal year 2014? Include all direct and indirect costs. 

Response: Some exis ting prograrr,s incl Gde similar authorities and 
objectives as the Healthy Food Financing Initiative (HFFT) and the 
Regional Innovation Initiative (RII). However, the budget for 2014 does 
not include funding for the HFFI but some Rural Business and Rural Housing 
programs can support similar efforts. 

The budget includes a Ge~eral ?rovision allowing the use of up to 5 
percent of certain Rural Business, Rural Electric and Rural ~ousing 
programs for RII. 

FARM BILL PROGRAMS 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing the appropriation, 
ob:igation, limitation, cancellation and carryover for each Rura~ 
Development mandatory program provided in the 2008 Farm Bill. 

Response: The information is submi~ted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 
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MANDATORY PROGRAMS IN THE 2008 FARM BILL FOR FYs 2008-2013 

Biorefinery 
Assistance Program 0 75,000 245,000 a 0 0 

Carryover a c 39,993 273,997 185,278 40,694 

Total Available 0 75,000 284,993 273,997 185,278 40,694 

Obligated 0 35,007 19,331 88,719 144,584 0 

Repowering 
Assistance Grants C 35,000 0 a a 0 

Carryover b/ C 0 35,000 26,045 33,045 28,044 

Total Available 0 3'0,000 28,000 26,045 33,045 a 
Obligated ° ° 1,955 0 5, 000 0 

Bioenergy for 
Advanced Biofuels a 55,000 55,000 85,000 105,000 0 

Carryover a ° 55,000 51,453 ~ 0,327 70,192 

Tota.l Available c/ 0 55,000 110,000 136,453 65,000 110,197 

Obligated 0 0 18,547 136,125 35,205 ° 

~/ Total available in 2012 is limited to $22 million pursuant to general 
provision 726, PL 112-55. The total available in 2013 is reduced by 
sequestration of $J,122,000. 
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~I Unobliqated balances rescinded pursuant to general provision 738 of 
PL 113-6. 

£/ Total available in 2012 is li~ited to $65 million pursuant to general 
provision 726, PL 112-55. The total available in 2013 is reduced by 
seques~ration of $3,315,000. 

~/ Total available in 2012 is limited to zero pursuant to general provision 
72 6, PL 112-55. 

RESCISSION ?ROPOSAL 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a list 0: aLl.. programs and amounts for 
which the budget request is proposing a rescission or limitation on mandatory 
or discretionary funding in fiscal year 2014. 

Response: The 2014 budget is proposing a rescission of $155,000,000 
from the cushion of credit account. No other rescission or limitation of RD 
programs is proposed in the 2014 budget. 

PERSONNEL 

Mr. Aderholt: Approximately how many federal and contractor support 
personnel help deliver Rural Development's loan and grant portfoli.o in fisca1 
years 2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013? Please break this OUe by number of federal 
employees and contractor support. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

Fi.scal Federal Contractor 
Year Personnel Personnel 

2010 1/ 5,865 200 
2011 5,893 194 
2012 5,195 17':) 

2013 5,000 160 

NOTE: The above table represents on-board staf::, both full- and part
time. 

1/ The numbers of FY 2010 Federal Personnel and Contractor Personnel 
amount exclude American Recovery and ReinvestmenL Act (ARRA) staff. 

PROPOSED LEGISLATION 

Mr. AderhoJt: Does USDA plar. to submit any proposed legislation 
relating to Rural Development to Congress in fiscal year 2014? If so, please 
summarize the proposal{s). 

Response: President's budget includes two legislative proposals 
pertaining to Rural Development. 
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The first legislative proposal would permit the Secretary of Agriculture to 
establish a program for eligible properties financed by USDA under section 
514 and Section 515 of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended (42 U.S.C. §§1484 
and 1485) to restructure existing loans, provide loans and grants I and 
provide other financing tools for the p~rpose of rehabilitating existing 
affordable housi~g properties. The Multi-Family Housing Preservation and 
Revitalization Program (~PR) would authorize USDA Rural Development to offer 
assistance to eligible properties based on a long-term viability plan, in 
exchange for the property owner agreeing to operate the property as 
affordable housing for an extended period of time. USDA has operated this 
MPR program as a demonstration program since FY 2006. 

The seco~d legislative proposal would add USDA Rural Development to the list 
of agencies permitted to utilize the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services' New Hires database. This is the primary income verification systere 
used by HUD, its public housing authorities, and wul~i-family property owners 
and management agents. Utilization of this system has substantially reduced 
instances of improper subsidy payment errors. T~e addition of USDA Rural 
Development to the permitted users lis~ will require statutory authorization. 

COMPRE.HE.NSIVE LOAN PROGFA'1 (CLP) 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide information on the Comprehensive Loan 
Program, including funding requirements and estiffiated timeline. Please 
describe the current IT system. How much funding is allocated to it in 
fiscal years 2013 and 2C14? How much will be ailocated to the Common 
Computing Environment in fiscal years 2013 and 2014? 

Response: The Comprehensive Loan Program {eLP) initiative was launched 
by USDA Rural Development (KD) in 2009 to modernize and streamline the 
application delivery portfolio in order to better serve RO's citizen 
beneficiaries, and to provide RD err.ployees with the technology and tools they 
need to pursue RDs rr.ission. Previously RD had diversified investments for 
program types such as direct and guarap.tced loan programs for Single Family 
and Multi-Family Housing, Busi~ess, Cornm~nity Facilities, a~d Utilities 
programs, utilizing systems designed for these singular purposes. In FY 
2012, the C~P Investment combined these Lnvestments (Housing, Guaranteed, 
Corrmercial, Program Funds Control System, 3usiness Intelligence, Automated 
Mail Processing, RD eGovernme:r.t, and RD Pe.rformance Management) into a 
concentrated Program Portfolio in order LO encourage shared services, 
elirr.inate system duplication and reduce maintenance costs. Currently, eLP 
is a mixed-life-cycle investment concentrating on modernizatio~ efforts that 
streamlines processes that best suit the customer's needs. 

With the funds awarded to eLP from FY 2009 to FY 2012, which included a 
sign} fi.cant amount of FY 2010 Arnericar:.. Recovery and Re-Investment Act (ARRA) 
Funds, Rural Development. has made sigr..ificant improvements to our information 
technology infrastructure while managing a growing portfolio with reduced 
resources. eLP is providing solutions to deliver our progra:ns better and in 
a more agile way at a reduced cost. In the past, when Rural Development 
needed to set up new loan and grants programs, it could take up to six 
months; now we have the ability to do it in less than a month. eLP improved 
the ability to produce loan status reports required by guaranteed lenders! 
the integration of online consumer mortgage applicatio~s wilh a backend 
application processing system, the reconciliat.ion of ARRA recipient data wIth 
OMB's FederalReporting.gov1 and the creation of portfolio dashboards to 



408

improve analysis and management of programs. CLP improved geospatial 
capabilities so that broadband applicants can draw maps of proposed service 
territories and employees can perform thorough, accurate spatial reviews of 
applications. CLP is retiring outdated software technologies resulting in 
hardware consolidation and reduction that provide immediate savings for RD. 
In FY 2013, eLP will retire the Rural Telephone Bank servicing system, the 
Housing Self Help Program system, and the remaining RD obligation functions 
from the old Program Loan Accounting System (PLAS). Other foundational 
technologies have also been improved to meet current and future business 
needs, including a robust ru~es engine tha~ can be used to easily manage 
complex business decision processes such as underwriting. 

CLP is still in the early stages of implementing online loan and grant 
processing. CLP plans to have every business process available online. 
Customers will be able to easily determine tt:eir eligibility for programs, 
apply, make payments, check statuses, ar.d submit compliance information. 
These abilities are critical cost-effecti.ve IT solutions that strea~line 
processes so they are available anytime, anywhere, and to anyone, which is 
vital to RD's continued success in supporting rural America. Due to the 
recent loss of several hundred field staff, it is critical that eLP provide 
employees the ability need to complete their mission in virtual as well as 
physical environments and to suppo!"t customers when local office presence 
across the nation is continually being significantly reduced. The more our 
loan and grant customers can do on their own, the better. 

With the funds planned for FY 2013 throcgh FY 2015, CLP will strive to 
deliver a more agile, more flexible, and more fully integrated IT platform 
that is central to RDfs portfolio managernent responsibilities and will allow 
our busi~ess processes to be conducted nore efficiently with less staff going 
forward. Projects current~y planned will provide the following results: 

New appropriated loan programs will be online soo~er and changes to 
existing programs can be quickly adopted. 
Data integrity will be improved and system reliability will be 
increased. 

Provide character recognition on documents so they can be indexed and 
filed quicker into the systen 
There will be increased visibility into portfolio and program 
performance through enhance data, analytics, and standards 
Systems will be intuitively designed with universal standards that are 
easier ~or employees and customers to cnderstand, including more robust 
tools such as online help, aetoIT'.ated data entry, and drop down menus 
E~hancing Guaranteed Loan documentation processes and providing ability 
to digital1-y sign conditional commit:nent 
Financial reports wi:l be easier to generate. 

Customers will have better access and support throughout the loan and 
grant cycle. 

Timeline: The eLP Investment current life-cycle is 2009-2024, with DME 
funds planned through FY 2016 and projects scheduled for completion by FY 
2017 year-end. 

Comprehensive Loan Program Funding for FY 2009 - 2014: 
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FICAL 
Development, 

YEAR 
Modernization Steady State TOT!',L 
& Enhancement 

2009 $9,389,000 0 $9,389, 000 
2010 45,330,031 0 45,330,03] 

I 2011 2,634,223 $4,649,356 7,283,579 
2012 1,540,866 17,717,842 19,258,708 
2013 21,530,059 24,247,558 45,777,617 

2014 32,251,067 23,760,575 56,011,642 
In ,y 2013 and ,y 2014, $4,500,000 a~nual~y has been planned for 
allocation to the Cornmon Computing Environment (CCE) /Optimized Computing 
Environment (OCE). 

INTERNATIONAL TRAVEL 

Mr. Aderholt: Did any Rural. Development employees travel outside the 
United States in fiscal years 2012 or 2013 to date? If so, please provide the 
details of such travel l including costs. 

Response: Rural Development had 34 trips outside the Uni~ed States in 
Fiscal Year 2012 for a total cost of $73,641.99, and 9 trips outside the 
United States in Fiscal Year 2013 for a total cost of $18,547.01. 

The locations included: Guam, Pohnpei, Micrones~a, Marshal Islands, Yap, 
Caroline Islands, Federated States of Micronesia, and the Virgin Islands. 
All locat~ons are U. S. protectorates a~d are eligibJe for RD assistance. 

DEBARMENTS ANJ SUSPENSION 

Mr. Aderholt: Were any entities or individuals debarred or suspended 
from any Rural Development program ~n fiscal year 2012? If so, please 
discuss each case. 

Response: There were no e~titles or individuals debarred or suspended 
fro::n any Rural Development program in fiscal year 2012. 

RURAL BUSINESS AND COOPERAT:VE GRANT PROGRAM 

Mr. Aderholt: Please describe in detail the proposal to creaLe the 
Rural Business and Cooperative Grant Program included in the fiscal year 2014 
budget request. 

Response: The new Rural Business a~d Cooperative grant program would 
make grants available to public bodies, non-pro:"its, Native American tribes, 
cooperative development centers, and associations of cooperatives, among 
others. The grant assistance would fund technical assistance activities to 
promote the creation of jobs and the growth of rural business activity. The 
program will enable the Secretary to make awards based on economic 
development performar.ce targets established to encourage rural private sector 
gro\.vth. 

The new grant program would have a strong emphasis on performance targets and 
evaluation. USDA will establish minimum community and economic development 
performance targets and award grants based on the extent to which the 
applicant can demonstrate the ability of the proposed project to exceed those 
performance targets on a competitive basis. 
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USDA shall promulgate regulations to implement this program. Until such 
regulations are in effect, USDA may implement this program as a derr,onstration. 
or pilot. program uti~izing a Notice of Funds Availability. 

The following grant programs are subject to the provisions of this program: 

Rural B~siness Economic Gra~~s (310B(c)}; 

Rural Business Opportunity Grarcts (306(a) (11)); 
Rural Cooperative Development Grants (310B(e)) 

Small Socially Disadvantaged Producer Gran~s (3lCB(e))i 

Rural Microenterprise Assistance Program (379E(b) (4)); and 

Rural Co~munity Development Initiative Grants 

RURAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT GRANTS PROG~~~ ACCOUNT 
For tr..e cost of grants to support pro~ects that provide technical and 
financial assistance to assis~ small and emerging private businesses and 
cooperatives in rural areas based on a standard for private sector growth 
proposed by the grantee, $55,OOO,OCO, which shall remain available thrOugh 
September 30, 2014: Provided, That the Secretary shall establish minimu~n 
perfor~ance standards that a grantee's plan must meet to be eligible for 
assistance: Provided further, That if a grantee does meet the grantee's 
proposed standard for a fiscal year shall not be 8:i..igible for funding for t.he 
subsequent fiscal year: Provided further, That the Secretary will award 
additional points for projects that serve communities with exceptional needs 
as measured by socioeconomic indicators, as established by the Secretary. 

RURAL HOUSING SERVICE (RHS; SUBSl:DY RATES 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide 
housing service loan progra~s 

Direct 

Response: The in£or~ation is submit~ed for t~e record. 
[The information follows:] 

Formulation Subsidy Rates 

Program 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

Community 

for rural 

2013 2014 

Facility Loa:Js 5.55 5.72 1.31 1. 33 -3.03 -2.08 -l3.21 
Housing Credit Sales -
SFH -1.15 -2.59 -}5.63 -11.12 -16.85 -B.97 0 
HO'Jsing Credit Sales 
MFH 37. : 4 36.:2 3B.40 38.37 35.26 35.99 

Section 502 SFH Direct 9.37 6.72 3.63 6.26 4.73 5.97 2.72 
Very l,ow Income 
Housing Repair Sec 
504 28.27 26.87 12.85 18.93 14.2: :3.67 8.28 
Multi Family Housing -
Section 515 42.61 4: .16 27.24 33.73 34.:2 35.17 23.41 
Self Help Housing 
Loans Section 523 2.84 l.65 -2.n 5.80 -1. 0: -2.15 -4.51 
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Formulation Subsidy Rates 

Program 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Site Developmer"t Loans 
- Section 524 -0.79 -1. 8 4 -4.2? 5.82 3.13 1. 93 -5.95 
Rural Housing for 
Domestic E'arm Labor 
514 43.26 42.14 36.14 38.38 34.15 33.34 23.71 
Multi-Family Housing -
Section 515 Rele::1ding 

~.am 46.39 n/a lOla n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Multi-Family Housing 
Revitalization 
Demonstration Program nla 44.98 27.89 41. 34 36.84 36.18 36.18 
Mu:ti··Family Housing 
R~ Soft 
Second n/a 85.51 72.86 62.71 61. 74 61. 44 51. 2_~ 
Multi-Family Housing -
Revitalization Zero 
Percent lOla 60.59 38.16 45.18 54.29 58.28 48.86 
Guaranteed Cormnuni ty 
r'acility 3.68 3.08 3.2: 3.95 4.73 6.75 6.34 
Section 502 SFH 
Purchase 1.20 1.27 1. 44 n/a ::1/a lOla "/a 
Section 502 SFH 
Blended lOla r./a lOla -0.19 -0.03 -0.28 -0.14 
Section 502 SFH 
Refir.ance 0.81 0.98 1.72 n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Section 538 GMFH 9.40 15.68 1.15 9.69 -0.06 -0.04 -0.19 
Section 538 GMFH 
Tornado SupplementaJ n/a n/a 19.28 "/a n/a r:fa n/a 

STNGLE F~:::T""Y HOUSING 

Mr. Aderholt: Please upda~e the ~able in the fiscal year 2013 hearing 
record listing by stating the number and amount ot applications obligated in 
fiscal years 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013 for the section 502 single family 
direct and guaranteed progra:ns. 

Response: The informa!::io:c is subY.lit~ed for the record. 
[The 10formation follows:] 

I 
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Sec. 502 Direct Loans 

IT 2010 IT 2011 IT 2012 IT 2013 (As of 4/24/13) I 

I 

State Count Obligated Count Obligated Count 
Obligated Count Obligated Amount I 

Amount Amount Amount 

ALABAMA 268 $28,759,771 213 S23,221,109 152 $16,021,973 94 $10,259,982 

AI,ASKA 126 22,806,207 69 11,482,926 30 5,051,753 19 3,462,870 

ARIZONA 280 31,394,552 164 16,032,451 158 16,237,110 29 3,076,342 

ARKANSAS 446 41,362,234 281 25,708,069 228 21,531,654 104 10,028,058 

CALIFORNIA 759 120,555,913 453 69,649,142 384 5'1,057,828 167 26,545,497 

COLORADO 239 34,066,151 116 15,511,357 90 12,161,939 48 6,913,693 

CONNECTICCT 41 8,061,797 17 3,311,225 19 3,476,329 16 2,5T7,166 

DELAWARE 127 23,359,505 46 7,746,022 36 5,717,267 18 2,836,024 

FLORIDA 560 66,259,491 314 31,438,472 209 22,009,333 84 9,648,323 

GEORGIA 387 42,785,560 199 21,062,158 137 14,422,864 61 5,673,396 

HAWAII 94 19,392,275 83 18,273,330 54 12,557,380 25 5,210,410 

IDAHO 379 52,770,723 107 13,518,114 86 9,472,718 43 4,968,995 

ILLINOIS 471 37,957,299 300 22,538,385 225 l'I,441,884 153 11,424,926 

INDIANA 708 78,296,816 207 22,302,967 237 25,304,895 ll5 12,597,959 

IOWA 496 42,153,084 205 17,199,670 182 15,455,280 57 4,462,905 

KANSAS 2'14 25,052,595 183 15,390,018 123 9,822,693 48 3,495,483 

KENTUCKY 593 61,582,929 351 35, ll2,359 333 32,232,206 162 14,112,756 

LOUISIANA 418 50,419,263 2'14 33,613,014 178 20,930,737 65 "1,554,743 

MAINE; 382 55,374,108 219 29,188,462 190 26,676,479 77 10,618,910 

MARYLAND 131 25,410,834 52 9,944,511 28 5,620,182 7 1,117,000 

MASSACHUSETTS 168 34,254,833 56 10,718,890 38 7,168,859 12 2,Oll,204 

MICHIGAN 532 51,400,224 323 30,133,513 286 25,048,997 106 10,217,894 

MINNESOTA 397 46,957,036 19) 24,156,758 136 15,659,932 58 7,053,661 , 
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FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 (As of 4/24/13) 

State Count 
Obligated 

Count 
Obligated Count 

Obligated 
Count Obligated Amount 

Amount Amount Amount 

MISSISSIPPI 472 42,561,264 306 28,332,228 292 26,296,295 107 10,554,923 

MISSOURI 806 '/5,528,340 435 38,273,670 358 32,181,934 93 8,413,887 

MONTANA 263 38,243,345 105 14,526,786 85 12,359,843 40 5,905,546 

NEBRASKA 184 12,773,516 132 9,467,20 105 7,682,395 28 2,313,639 

NEVADA 97 13,240,050 66 8,669,669 71 8,992,845 23 2,710,216 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 194 29,989,136 95 13,717,211 99 13,220,650 37 4,385,545 

NEW JERSEY 138 23,966,750 39 6,733,549 45 7,428,344 22 3,123,190 

NEW MEXICO 92 11,586,953 52 6,297,397 80 8,654,988,00 75 9,128,916 

NEW YORK 326 33,117,497 208 22,888,479 142 15,042,714 71 7,243,867 

NORTH 
658 86,343,551 409 51,944,381 319 40,818,653 134 17,578,250 

CAROLINA 

NORTH JAKOTA 99 10,906,273 47 5,740,771 42 4,908,415 17 2,260,364 

OHIO 571 62,673,698 271 29,262,734 223 23,438,458 112 12,324,851 

OKLAHOMA 367 35,809,537 183 17,606,433 160 14,790,842 89 8,768,986 

OREGON 26] 41,129,246 94 14,036,743 79 10,864,552 34 4,914,614 

PENNSYLVANIA 351 50,194,981 181 24,960,236 153 21,825,472 58 7,903,070 

?OERTO RICO 223 21,932,469 190 18,846,116 129 12,825,099 61 6,144,119 

RHODE ISLANlJ 33 6,462,723 13 2,762,858 14 2,815,123 10 2,294,123 

SOUTH 
485 60,221,750 202 24,745,468 190 23,534,890 90 10,871,554 

CAROLINA 

SOOTH DAKOTA 192 20,284,007 121 12,260,811 105 10,883,373 23 2,426,449 

TENNESSEE 520 53,972,685 319 33,609,285 233 24,098,129 96 10,418,061 

TEXAS 765 75,011,994 623 59,878,891 558 55,725,858 237 23,607,220 

UTAH 550 90,252,347 261 40,758,707 214 34,129,416 75 11,984,678 

VERMONT 146 20,472,785 69 10,009,341 62 8,647,515 28 3,411,865 

VIRGIN 
9 885,205 -,2 1,571,049 6 1,040,538 10 1,520,224 

ISLANDS 
-------- -----



414
FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 (As of 4/24/13) 

State Count 
Obligated 

Count 
Obligated 

Count 
Obligated 

Count Obligated Amount 
Amount Amount Amount 

VIRGINIA 317 42,093,990 187 26,192,539 118 14,903,244 31 4,797,566 

WASHINGTON 509 96,429,436 240 43,225,012 194 32,364,200 82 12,977,804 

WEST PACIFIC 86 15,858,845 14 2,600,000 23 2,688,371 62 5,486,781 

WEST VIRGINIA 205 26,006,120 14 ° 14,175,383 125 11,838,616 13 1,601,168 

WISCONSIN 313 35,019,985 182 20,544,586 123 14,612,447 83 8,596,950 

WYOMING 02 11,459,930 60 8,268,284 32 4,304,194 16 1,866,795 

TOTAL 17,640 2,144,866,610 9,685 1,119,158,787 7,918 899,997,704 3,425 $391,403,416 

Section 502 Guaranteed L ................ 

FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 
FY 2013 

(As of 4/24/13) 

State Count 
Obligated 

Count 
Obligated 

Count 
Obligated 

Count 
Obligated 

Amount Amount Amount Amount 

ALABAMA 3,598 $436,081,828 3,412 $413,157,634 3,851 $470,646,318 2,458 $307,295,526 

ALASKA 320 62,043,380 368 70,023,424 344 68,145,645 169 33,604,681 

ARIZONA 3,29'7 416,30,390 2,285 68,990,8'13 2,783 350,877,917 1,842 254,777,360 

ARKANSAS 4,125 437,790,894 3,840 414,624,201 4,153 463,001,151 2,149 243,394,847 

CALIFORNIA 3,562 587,911,880 4,186 699,261,186 5,131 864,906,041 2,915 530,634,281 

COLORADO 1,163 200,0?9,979 1,336 226,238,593 1,709 292,815,515 934 168,064,951 

CONNECTICuT 456 83,529,660 471 88,106,664 714 129,964,035 468 84,649,085 
DELAWARE 392 74,049,954 397 74,058,744 736 132,676,182 427 81,747,475 

FLORIDA 6,826 853,204,569 6,153 758,144,072 6,326 800,868,237 3,582 491,131,317 

GEORGIA 4,394 521,604,858 3,670 412,064,012 4,061 446,004,447 2,730 316,052,506 

HAWAII 494 143,524,993 806 260,128,782 902 295,823,988 616 215,209,323 

IDAHO 1,633 273,788,843 1,424 186,918,374 1,404 183,915,025 876 122,797,927 

ILLINOIS 4, '18~ 438,262,106 4,528 431,357,587 4,671 450,244,009 2,517 246,124,189 

INDIANA 4,708 480,186,754 5,182 552,111,711 4, 876 526,778,700 3,259 358,928,069 
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FY 2013 

FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 (As of 4/24/13) 

State Count 
Obligated 

Count 
Obligated Count 

Obligated 
Count 

Obligated 
Amount Amount Amount Amount 

IOWA 1,992 191,001,530 1,954 191,876,386 2,204 224,108,048 1,251 129,817,700 

KANSAS 2,039 203,501,434 1,735 180,860,662 1,922 201,223,005 1,064 112,111,970 
KENTUCKY 2,932 326,037,186 3,083 351,872,293 3,806 444,073,223 2,430 283,351,607 

LOUISIANA 6,017 833,654,073 5,175 "141,463,244 5,334 773,345,327 2,895 426,046,022 

MAINE 1,860 252,081,703 1,785 253,330,502 1,966 281,802,130 1,102 161,269,101 
MARYLAND 1,310 264,884,932 1,713 340,201,338 2,219 453,829,430 1,378 284,471,544 

MASSACHUSETTS 555 '07,584,083 720 143,315,874 1,168 230,722,664 681 136,388,671 
MICHIGAN 6,816 672,442,937 6,389 640,718,003 6,697 680,649,556 4,202 447,632,061 
MINNESOTA 2,911 339,385,535 3,113 363,935,525 3,702 443,778,478 2,233 280,206,340 
MISSISSIPPI 2,917 345,332,420 2,511 307,031,042 2,704 336,238,155 1,738 220,615,108 
MISSOURI 4,758 494,643,383 4,524 481,035,844 5,041 552,603,385 2,973 325,051,249 

MONTANA 1,084 165,474,724 1,113 165,816,37 5 1,383 211,709,513 798 126,019,852 

NEBRASKA 1,020 90,3T1,220 1,122 105,898,799 1,206 115,759,197 607 60,711,574 
NEVADA 534 77,583,661 539 75,321,722 733 108,336,079 502 79,962,771 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 836 135,625,114 933 159,008,683 988 162,090,354 568 9,3774,949 

NEW JERSEY 727 133,538,036 927 167,207,337 1,433 253,730,300 831 145,638,665 

NEW MEXICO 369 51,738,187 290 42,359,896 356 49,129,230 240 34,812,014 
NEW YORK 1,739 193,669,506 1,600 177,802,627 1,874 217,968,904 1,224 148,047,857 

NORTH CAROLINA 6,945 941,161,964 6,315 873,111,758 7,427 1,026,962,446 4,712 669,192,970 

NORTH DAKOTA 359 39,355,100 433 53,525,309 375 50,076,541 222 31,709,745 

OHIO 3,853 393,432,099 4, 094 422,993,926 4,425 477,888,284 2,929 315,837,905 

OKLAHOMA 2,972 319,678,538 2,432 265,721,983 2,679 295,427,704 1,554 177,155,375 

OREGON 2,678 424,333,972 2,314 354,135,760 2,688 411,504,141 1,813 291,531,209 

PENNSYLVANIA 3,438 434,993,746 4,247 556,019,828 4,775 651,798,316 2,969 40-1,580,206 

PUERC'O RICO 2,672 307,932,238 3,211 386,951,744 2,598 303,175,042 1, 684 197,634,571 

RHODE ISLAND 105 21,756,814 137 28,415,153 171 33,250,669 116 21,772,613 

SOUTH CAROLINA 3,410 439,941,629 2,886 375,204,042 3,214 427,197,089 2,440 327,800,568 

SOUTH DAKOTA 1,167 132,468,126 1,203 143,044,468 1,276 153,657,027 748 96,862,536 

TENNESSEE 4,230 480,460,466 4,279 502,205,431 5,415 649,549,359 3,761 458,410,278 

TEXAS 7, 145 892,012,446 6,496 826,636,595 7,299 973,306,451 4,576 631,302,031 

UTAH 1,820 296,775,666 2,242 354,721,138 2,503 411,685,456 1,416 245,535,553 

VERYlONT 406 64,226,421 518 85,679,190 615 101,837,524 364 59,885,339 
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FY 2013 

FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 (As of 4/24/13) 

State Count 
Obligated 

Count 
Obligated Count Obligated Count Obligated 

Amount Amount Amount Amount 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 10 1,508,521 1 159,585 4 471,397 0 ° VIRGINIA 2,923 428,135,999 3,115 460,905,402 3,113 475,321,369 2,085 333,688,785 
WASHING':'ON 2,475 476,645,970 3,536 657,542,560 3,555 655,915,827 1,788 342,751,527 
WEST PAC. 63 ll,46:o,324 40 7,050,464 41 8,006,677 31 5,636,885 
WEST VIRGINIA 1,523 183,916,343 1,507 186,476,106 1,734 222,025,800 1, 102 146,189,697 
WISCONSIN 3,409 411,874,404 2,786 338,357,472 3,388 414,210,775 2,001 249,589,399 
WYOt/,ING 1,281 224,755,690 1,339 235,827,290 1,417 252,062,442 805 143,050,406 
TOTAL 133,053 $16,763,744,230 39,230 $16,658,927,513 145,109 19,213,094,526 88,775 $12,103,458,191 
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STATE REQUESTS FOR SECTION 502 DIRECT FUNDS 

~lr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing the numbers of pending 
requests, by State, for the direct 502 loan program through fiscal year 2013 
to date. 

Response: i:'he information is submitt.ed for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

Sec. 502 Direct Loans 

State 
Pending Applications as 
of 4/24/13 

ALAB&'IA 194 

ALASKA 60 

ARIZONA 155 

ARKANSAS 256 

CALIFORNIA 228 

COLORADO 124 

CONNECTICUT 24 

DELAWARE 77 

FLORIDA 272 

GEORGIA 124 

HAWAII 179 

IDAHO 108 

ILLINOIS 325 

INDIANA 251 

IOWA 62 

KANSAS 63 

KEI\iTUCKY 358 

LOUISIANA 245 

MAINE 261 

MARYLAND 116 

MASSACHUSETTS 67 

MICHIGAN 287 

MINNESOTA 104 

MISSISSIPPI 390 

MISSOURI 272 

MOI\iTANA 87 

NEil RASKA 49 

NEVADA 45 
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Sec. 502 Direct Loans 

State 
Pending Applications as 
of 4/24/13 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 116 

NEW JERSEY 83 

NEW MEXICO 129 

NEW YORK 130 

NORTH CAROLINA 386 

NORTH DAKOTA 58 

OHIO 2' ., ", 
OKLAHOMA 248 

OREGON 264 

PENNSYLVANIA 169 

PUERTO RICO 113 

RHODE ISLAND 11 

SOUTH CAROLINA 259 

SOUTH DAKOTA 54 

TENNESSEE 140 

'I'EXAS 1,277 

:JTAH 309 

VERMONT 24 

VIRGIN ISLANDS 49 

VIRGINIA 129 

WASHINGTON 320 

WEST PAC 66 

WEST VIRGINIA 108 

WISCONSIN iS8 

WYOMING 17 

Total 9,647 

SECTION 502 HOUSING LOANS 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the Committee with an estimate of the 
units that will be financed under sectio~ 502 direct loans and ~he cost per 
unit, based on budget authority reqcested for fiscal year 2014. 

Response: The estimated number of units that will be financed under 
Section 502 Direct will be 3,158 with a unit cost of $114,000. 

Mr. Aderholt: What is the average cost per staff of a direct loan? 
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Response: We do not have accurate data on this; however, we estimate 
that each loan will cost the government about $24,640, including $21,540 in 
overhead cost. 

Mr. Aderholt: What are the criteria for qualifying for Sec~ion 502 
direct very-low or low-income loans? 

Response: To be eligible for a Section 502 Direct program loan, an 
applicant must be income eligible, demonstrate a willingness and ability to 
repay debt obligations, have the ability to repay ~he proposed loan and meet 
a variety of other program requiremer.ts. Specific requirements are as 
follows: 

Income Criteria: Section 502 Direct loan applicants must have an adjusted 
income that is at or below the applicable low-income limit at loan approval. 
Low-income applicants have an adjusted household gross income between 50 and 
80 percent of the area median income (k~I). Very low-income applicants have 
an adjusted household income below 50 percent of the AMI. Income used to 
calculate repayment ability must be stable and dependable. To calculate 
adjusted income, the agency includes all amounts, monetary or not, being 
received by all the household members. Only the income received by note 
signers is used to calculate repayment ability. 

C:!:'edit Criteria: Applicants must be unable to obtain market rate credit 
elsewhere, yet have reasonable credit histories. There is no minimum credit 
score requirement to qua~ify for a Section 502 Direct loan. In general, 
applicants must have a credit history that demonstrates both willingness and 
ability to repay debt. For applicants who do not use traditional credit, or 
that have a limited credit history, the Agency will develop a credit history 
using non-traditional credit sources and verifications. 

Repayment Criteria: To demonstrate adequate repayment ability, a low-income 
applicant's qualifying ratios must not exceed 33% ~or Principal, Interest, 
Taxes, and Insurance (PITI) and 41% for Total Debt (TO). For a ve~y Jow
incone applicant, the qualifying ratios must not exceed 29% for PI~I and 41% 
for TD. 

Other Program Requirements: In addition to the income and credit 
requirements, applicants must also meet the following general criteria: 

Meet citIzenship or eligible noncitizen requirements. 
Agree to personally occupy the dwelling as the primary 
residence. 
Have the legal capacity to incur a loan obl~gation. 
Not be suspended or debarred from participation in Federal 
programs. 
Must be without adequate housing. 

Property Requirements: Properties financed under the Section 507. Direct 
program must meet the following requirements: 

Be located in a rural area. 
Loa:1 amount cannot exceed the area loan limit. 
Housing must be modest in size, design, and cost. 



420

VERY LOW AND LOW INCOME LOANS 

Mr. Aderholt: In fiscal years 2010, 2011 and 2012, how much funding 
was made available for very-low and low-income loans? How much fending do 
you estimate will be available in fiscal year 2013 for very-low and low
income loans? 

Response: the information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

Sec. 502 Direct Loans Allocations FY 2010-2013 

Fiscal Year Appropriation Very Low 

2013 (estimated) Annual $336,036,000 

2012 Annual 360,000,00C 

2011 Annual 447,664,800 

2010 Annual 448,595,041 

2010 Recovery Act 585,693,861 

HOUSING INVENTORY 

Low 

$504,054,000 

540,000,000 

671,497,200 

672,892,562 

715,848,053 

Mr. Aderholt: How many houses do you currently have in inventory, by 
state, and what is the total estimated value of this housing? 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

Estimated 
State Properties Value 

AK 4 $764,500 

AL 59 3,761,669 

AR 13 403,400 

AZ 15 976,700 

CA 13 1,049,959 

CO 36 3,901,500 

CT 18 3,048,200 

DE 9 3,120,177 

FL 41 2,199,226 

GA 52 3,735,500 

GO 2 287,600 

HI 1 59,000 

:A 23 1,632,800 

ID 40 4,247,932 

1L 5 512,000 

IN 47 2,779,014 

KS 30 2,149,050 
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Estimated 
State Properties Value 

KY 36 2,608,900 

LA 9 491,800 

MA 14 1,488,800 

MO 27 3,885,800 

ME 12 1,085,100 

MI 183 12,742,367 

MN 4~ 3,907,8CO 

MO 10 789,500 

MS 14 718,900 

MT 21 2,437,100 

NC 48 3,635,435 

NO ~ 60,000 

NE 6 349,800 

NH 17 2,060,000 

NJ 35 3,864,600 

NM 77 6,403,600 

NV 4 357,070 

NY 6 656,400 

OH 1 43,500 

OK 38 2,911,780 

OR 30 3,186,500 

PA 5 385,000 

PR 88 7,264,850 

SC 117 6,987,679 

SD 2 185,000 

TN 38 2,958,785 

iX 76 5,017,020 

DT 18 2,376,500 

VA 72 5,508,187 

VI 4 423,000 

VT 1 88,000 

WA 23 3,030,250 

WI 40 3,643,500 
Grand 
Total 1,526 $126,180,750 

BORROWER INCOME 

Mr. Aderholt: What is the average household income for 502 direct 
borrowers? What is the average household income for 502 guaranteed 
borrowers? 
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Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

Average Adjusted Income - Sec. 502 Direct/Guaranteed Loans 

Fiscal Yr Sec. 502 Direct Loans Sec. 502 Guaranteed Loans 

2013* $27,633 

2012 27,600 

2011 27,100 

2010 27,400 

* updated through April 24, 2013 

SECTION 515 HOUSING 

$46,373 

02,582 

50,590 

48,707 

Mr. Aderholt: What is the current backlog, in dollar volume and number 
of new construction and repair and rehabilita~ion, for section 515 loans in 
fiscaL years 2008 through 2012? 

Response: There has been no backlog of 515 requests in any of the 
fiscal years from 2008 through 2012. 

Mr. Aderholt: What incentives does RHS offer section 515 owners to 
~aintain the properties? How much did RHS spend on these incentives in 
fiscal years 2010, 2011 and 2012? Has any legislative or judicial concern 
been raised about the section 515 multi-famjly housing loan program's 
incentive regulations in the past years? 

Response: Rural Development has been authorized to provide the 
following incentives to Section 515 owners to ffiaintain the properties in the 
program: additional rental assistance, release of excess reserves, interest 
credit, increased return on investment, and equity loans. In Fiscal Year 
2010, Rural Development approved 14 equity loans totaling $10 / 607,811 and 
issued additional rental assistance totaling $5 1 738 / 536. In E'iscal Year 
2011, Rural Development approved 23 equity loans totaling $16,700,983 and 
issued additional rental ass~stance totaling $3,0'76,092. In Fiscal Year 
2012 1 Rural Development approved 53 equity loans totaling $30,182,369 and 
issued rental assistance totaling $15,464,940. 

Legal concerns have been raised regarding the implementation of prepayment 
statute covering the Section 515 and Section 514 programs l including the use 
of incentives required under the statute. In the Franconia case l the Supreme 
Court ruled that the Government could be sued for potential damages related 
to the implementation of the prepayrnen~ statute. Rural Development and the 
Department of Justice have been working on prepayment related cases for 
years, recently settling with over 700 borrowers by paying extensive damages. 
The agency anticipates continuing efforts to reach settlement agreements by 
hundreds of additional borrowers. Housi~q advocates have also brought legal 
action related to assuring that the agency follows the statutory process. 
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REN~A~ ASSISTANCE 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the table from the fiscal year 2013 
hearing record showing the cost of providing rental assistance payments. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

COST OF PROVIDING RENTAL ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS 

Fiscal Year Amount of Rental Assistance 
Payments 

(Dollars in Millions) 
2008 $887 
2009 979 
2010 1,019 
2011 l,078 
2012 1,108 
2013 (estimated) 1,129 

The table above represents Rental Assistance a~ounts paid to borrowers from 
obligated balances of current and prior year contracts. The estimated amount 
for FY 2013 is based on actual disbursements in the first seven months of FY 
2013 and projected to September 3D, 2013. Approximately 2 percent of a:1 
contracts expending funds were placed in service before FY 2000 and continue 
~o payout from previous obligations. 

Mr. Aderholt: How much Section 8 yental assistance funds did HUD 
provide to rural rental programs in fiscal year 2010, 2011 and 2012? 

Response: HUD's rental subsidy programs assist about 52,000 residents 
tn Section 515 and Section 514 multlfa:r.l.ily and farm labor housing properties. 
This assistance takes the =orm of either project-based or tenant Section 8 
vouchers. USDA's best estimate of the amount of this subsidy for FY 20i2 is 
$15.2 million, and it anticipates a si~ilar amount for FY 2013. 

Mr. Aderholt: Is the budget request £or rental assistance sufficient 
to cover all fiscal year 2013 renewals, in lieu of debt forgiveness, and new 
construction farm labor housing? 

Response: The President's 2014 Budget request for rental assistance 
budget of $1,015,050 is sufficient to cover antiCipated FY 2014 renewals and 
new construction Farm labor housing ($3M). 

Mr. Aderholt: What is ::he breakdown of rental assistance in fiscal years 
2008-2013 for renewals, ~n lieu of debt forgiveness, and ~ew consLruction 
farm labor housing? 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 
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Renewals 
New Construction New Construction 

Incentives 
Section 515 Sectio::1 514 

FY (Dollars in ( Dollars in 
(Dollars in (Dollars in 

Millions) 
Millions) Millions) 

Mlllions) 

No. Amount No. No. Amount No. Amount 
Units Units 

Amount 
Units Units 

2008 120,449 $474 74 $0.3 0 0 1,045 

2009 208,216 892 509 7..2 772 $3 1,119 

2010 216,698 969 537 2.3 739 3 1,257 

2011 216,654 946 466 2.0 650 3 726 

2012 202,363 888 341 1.5 0 0 3,512 

2013 189,000 833 0 0.0 570 2.8 203 
est. 

For FY 2013 1 there will be no additional 515 Construction with existing RA 
requirement and budgetary limitations. During FY 2012 1 the KOFA was extended 
resulting in 0 units for that year. FY 2008, there was Farm Labo~ Housing 
~ew construction, but there were no new units of rental assistance made 
available to those projects. 

SECTION 538 HOUSING LOANS 

Mr. Aderholt: P:ease provide the Committee a table showing the number 
and anount of pending requests by State for section 538 guaranteed loans at 
~he end of fiscal year 2012. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

Section 538 Guaranteed Rural Rental Housing Programs 

State # Loan Amount 

CA 24 $41,018,174 

CO 1 1,096,000 

FL 1 1,300,000 

KS 3 2,451,158 

KY 2 1,475,000 

ME 1 ~45, DOC 

MI 1 700,000 

MN 1 3,303,240 ~ 

ND 2 2,012,620 

NM 1 2,450,000 

OH 1 957,000 

OK 5 2,970,000 

SC 2 5,630,000 

TN 1 1,021,400 

$4.0 

5.0 

6.0 

3.0 

15.5 

0.9 
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State it Loan Amount 

TX 1 1,586,000 

WV 2 1,900,000 

WY 3 3,838,900 

TOTAL 52 $74,257,492 

SECTION 504 HOUSING GRANTS 

Mr. Aderholt: What are the number and dollar amounts, by State, of 
pending requests for grants for very low-income housing repair as of the end 
of fiscal year 2012? 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

Section 504 Repair Grants 

Pending 
Grant Amt 

State Applications as 
Request 

of 9/30/12 

ALABAMA 150 $1,063,595 

ALASKA 3 22,500 

AMERICAN SAMOA 4 19,990 

ARIZONA 150 :,084,499 

ARKANSAS 100 677,539 

CALIFORNIA 9 67,500 

COLORADO 9 67,500 

CONNECTICOT 10 70,149 

DELAWARE 9 60,000 

FLORIDA 127 747,198 

GEORGIA 209 1,384,519 

GUAM 1 7,500 

HAWAII 13 90,000 

IDAHO 4 22,500 

ILLINOIS 36 232,533 

:::NDIANA 42 193,473 

IOWA 13 73,365 

KANSAS 15 109,987 

KENTUCKY 63 375,852 

LOUISIANA 191 1,425,871 

MAINE 51 350,065 

MARSHALL ISLAND 3 17,500 

MARYLAND 16 127,94C 

MASSACHUSETTS 25 173,901 

MICHIGAN 51 303,825 

MICRONESIA 19 139,000 
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Section 504 Repair Grants 

Pending 
Grant Amt 

State Appl ica tions as 
Request 

of 9/30/12 

MINNESOTA 23 142,737 

MISSISSIPPI 443 3,231,378 

MISSOURI 66 364,512 

MONTANA 12 77,501 

NEBRASKA 10 71,150 

NEVADA 13 92,500 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 12 77,000 

NEW JERSEY 8 48,500 

NEW MEXICO 63 397,094 

NEW YORK 49 319,7l7 

NORTH CAROLINA 171 1,168,331 

NORTH DAKOTA 15 107,237 

OHIO 72 458,935 

OKLAHOMA 90 621,333 

OREGON 10 87,502 

PACI fIC WEST 3 12,875 

PENNSYLVANIA 43 267,740 

PUERTO RICO ,,5 310,602 

RHODE ISLJI,ND 1 7,500 

SOUTH CAROLINA 235 1,676,739 

SOUTH DAKOTA 10 60,230 

TENNESSEE 93 621,907 

TEXAS 278 1,993,508 

UTAH 11 57,774 

VERMONT 13 82,500 

VIRGIN ISLANDS 4 29,972 

VIRGINIA 66 429,028 

WASHINGTON 40 286,148 

WEST VIRGINIA 18 76,221 

WISCONSIN 53 324,146 

WYOMING 7 45,000 

Total 3,315 $22,450,618 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table listing by State the number and 
a~ount of applications obligated in fiscal years 2010, 2011, 2012 ar.d 2013 to 
date for very low-income housing repair gran~s. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
(The information follows:] 
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Section 504 Home Repair Grants 

FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 (As of 4/24/12) 

State Count 
Obligated 

Count Obligated Amount Count Obligated Amount Count Obligated Amount 
Amount 

ALABAMA 237 $1,422,142 170 $999,000 149 $835,949 64 $365,763 

ALASKA 19 137,500 15 108,775 9 65,000 5 35,000 

ARIZONA 98 664,955 142 956,991 116 803,905 32 220,988 

AS.KANSAS 205 1,250,751 173 ],OC1,331 131 786,748 39 242,304 

CALIFORNIA 58 377,673 47 307,273 35 231,920 15 106,800 

COLORADO 43 300,123 60 409,518 28 184,050 16 120,000 

CONNECTICUT 17 89, 973 13 65, 941 19 99,203 17 87,830 

DELAWARF: 6 4 0, 154 11 63,816 1 7,375 " 28,920 

!"LORIDA 162 838,029 163 885,897 135 784,542 64 380,042 

GEORGIA 180 1,171,695 159 1,069,889 212 1,410,628 88 583,021 

HAWAII 36 251,490 13 93,460 28 198,420 25 147,650 

IDAHO 6S 369,214 C" 330,265 44 300,824 14 74,003 

ILLIKOIS 234 1,074,951 172 842,942 202 1,019,615 95 493,118 

INDIANA 203 1,045,146 128 657,554 160 762,430 64 335,755 

IOWA 154 570,911 117 408,763 98 431,899 48 194,650 

KANSAS 117 689,534 146 811,418 93 505,251 33 195,427 

KENTUCKY 202 1,091,761 202 1,144,284 270 1,705,507 n 396,782 

LOUISIANA 187 1,303,608 144 ],020,154 115 827,447 54 388,835 

MAINE 124 655,749 117 676,615 106 642,713 40 250,232 

MARYLAND 38 250,572 25 165,643 17 111,193 18 113,359 

MASSACHUSETTS 29 184,557 35 176,378 29 161,253 18 120,261 

MICHIGAN 244 1/124/7~3 186 860,536 172 888,223 97 491,693 

MINNESOTA 117 645,979 102 523,134 108 6:5,164 59 310,121 
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FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 IT 2013 (As of 4/24/12) 

State Count 
Obligated 

Count Obligated Amount Count Obligated Amount Count Obligated Amount 
Amount 

MISSISSIPPI 30~ 2,095,799 160 1,09';,l76 l79 1,265,041 74 526,261 

MISSOURI 232 1, 09S, 718 209 875,753 188 998,714 83 418,422 

MONTANA 29 156,762 31 189,554 24 132,891 10 66,266 

NEBRASKA 75 432,161 55 302,370 38 188,811 29 177,975 

NEVADA 26 152,497 34 212,347 21 106,942 23 109,832 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 71 457,200 69 446,268 67 425,894 28 l75,212 

NEW JERSEY 1'1 90,047 18 118,275 12 82,012 8 46, 86~ 

NEW MEXICO 24 168,760 44 304,535 37 248,072.00 30 211,022 

NEW YORK 190 1,019,849 151 810,076 138 826,210 62 365,085 

NORTH 
257 1,533,984 273 1,587,940 240 1,541,730 146 962,794 CAROLINA 

NORTH DAKOTA 67 386,839 36 210,224 26 177,812 9 51,095 

OHIO 269 1,144,342 220 1,007,214 177 875,294 62 272,085 

OKLAHOMA 117 727,820 80 513,691 112 688,247 39 233,660 

OREGON 39 224,288 73 455,623 36 183,994 15 73,193 

PENNSYLVANIA 261 1,352,904 239 1,214,726 230 1,319,177 116 610,839 

PUERTO RICO 62 388,921 63 375,556 55 315,111 34 l79,940 

RHODE ISLAND 9 50,010 35 164,923 11 45,304 3 20,733 

SOUTH 
128 874,992 144 993,706 151 1,015,322 63 451,371 

CAROLINA 

SOUTH DAKOTA 44 243,391 35 187,223 18 114,810 20 122,699 

TENI'ESSEE 212 1,092,767 199 982,638 239 1,151. 331 109 618,288 

TEXAS 364 2,397,957 342 2,152,533 312 2,082,968 146 964,299 

UTAH 42 224,644 36 206,705 29 159,261 18 97,893 

VERMONT 55 271,657 60 3l7,497 18 244,857 27 151,375 

VIRGIN 
6 43, 654 8 

ISLAI'DS 
44,772 6 44,907 2 14,985 
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FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 (As of 4/24/12) I 

State Count 
Obl.iqated 

Count 
Amount 

Obligated Amount Count Obligated Amount Count Ob1iqated Amount I 

VIRGINIA 140 828,186 141 848,305 148 914,298 51 309,376 I 

WASHINGTON 55 353,657 63 424,576 46 nO,616 27 187,917 ! 

WEST PACIFIC 25 180,020 9 57,390 33 211,385 14 104,997 

WEST VIRGINIA 136 698,680 126 661,535 104 596,340 38 217,880 

WISCONSIN 169 890,439 135 727,990 121 661,992 49 271,452! 

WYOMING 16 74,725 27 143,481 8 47,210 3 18,500 ! 

TOTAL .... 6,2~~ , 31,840,237 5,506 31,244,176 5,131 30,315,811 2,321 $13,714,863 i 
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SECTION 504 HOUSING LOANS 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing the number and amount of 
pending requests by State for direct housing repair loans as of the end of 
fiscal year 2012. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

Section 504 Repair Loans 

State 
Pending Applications as 

Amt Request 
of 9/30/12 

Loan 

ALABAMA 125 $1,527,019 

ALASKA 4 42,501 

AMERICAN 
SAMOA 

14 104,860 

ARIZONA 51 613,818 

ARKANSAS 113 1,556,743 

CALIFORNIA 6 78,919 

COLORADO 3 45,000 

CONNECTICUT 8 90,087 

DELAWARE 2 40,000 

FLORIDA 142 1,036,145 

GEORGIA 195 3,233,866 

GUAM 2 27,450 

HAWAII 6 22,893 

IDAHO 4 56,500 

ILLINOIS 106 933,725 

INDIANA 52 628,042 

IOWA 18 104,291 

KANSAS 9 122,678 

KENTUCKY 204 1,507,402 

LOUISIANA 114 1,112,;]78 

MAINE 44 725,917 

MARSHALL 
ISLAND 

3 47,490 

MARYLAND 14 162,230 

MASSACHUSETTS 22 266,951 

MICHIGAN S9 772,098 

MICRONESIA 20 144,590 

MINNESOTA 31 447,911 

MISSISSIPPI 167 1,548,878 
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Section 504 Repair Loans 

State 
Pending Applications as 

Loan Amt Request 
of 9/30/12 

MISSOURI 68 502,053 

MONTANA 6 71,260 

NEBRASKA 9 84,840 

NEVADA 6 85,499 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 12 150,801 

NEW JERSEY 7 103,801 

NEW MEXICO 33 278,127 

NEW YORK 49 669,118 

NORTH 
238 2,426,956 

CAROLINA 

NORTH DAKOTA 17 199,912 

OHIO 3" 234,635 

OKLAHOMA 76 1,165,189 

OREGON 16 170,451 

PACIFIC WEST 6 53,465 

PEt:NSYLVANIA 82 485,751 

PUERTO RICO 34 151,169 

RHODE ISLAND 1 11,869 

SOUTH 
225 3,726,380 

CAROLINA 

SOUTH DAKOTA 14 :'37,896 

TENNESSEE 53 527,142 

TEXAS 360 4,945,1 7 1 

UTAH 2 27 ,490 

VERMONT 10 112,191 

VIRGINIA 43 350,788 

WASHINGTON 39 694,695 

WEST VIRGINIA 32 162,463 

iHSCONSIN 60 903,169 

WYOMING " 66,001 

Tot.al 3,076 $35,498,866 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table listing by State the number and 
amount of applications obligated in fiscal years 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013 to 
date for direct housing repair loans. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The information fo:lows:] 
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Section 504 Housing Repair Loans 

FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 (As of 4/24/12) 

State Count Obligated Amount Count 
Obligated 

Count 
Obligated 

Count Obligated 
Amount Amount Amount 

ALABAMA 127 $794,596 99 $602,815 52 $289,676 21 $129,884 

ALASKA 4 46,500 6 46,141 3 19,490 3 12,646 

ARIZONA 23 149,860 47 298,633 19 136,132 1 3,262 

ARKANSAS 106 625,749 114 546,174 38 170,074 24 123,398 

CALIFORNIA 11 93, Til 3 14,385 3 30,048 3 21,015 

COLORADO 9 75,725 11 8~,889 1 10,000 1 2,50 ° i 
CONNECTICUT 3 16,628 1 12,250 3 6,375 5 44,460 

DELAWARE 8 38,637 3 28,500 1 7,000 1 3,967 , 

FLORIDA 169 946,450 146 810,860 90 459,144 24 133,212 

GEORGIA 109 792,773 113 744,907 66 445,332 23 163,358 

HAWAII 49 369,337 17 138,470 28 163,067 5 37,330 

IDAHO 37 204,307 22 114,625 13 50,649 5 35,190 

ILLINOIS 349 1,707,562 3U 1,578,227 127 604,493 58 283,137 

INDIANA 135 658,793 80 394,715 48 208,913 22 126,092 

IOWA 184 867,697 122 589,464 40 161,800 24 107,659 

KANSAS 75 333,226 66 322,750 18 63,993 12 67,290 

KENTUCKY 360 1,959,497 265 1,474,326 112 616,345 36 230,819 

LOUISIANA 130 923,074 103 708,936 43 317,952 20 179,489 

MAINE 104 524,448 82 405,669 50 218,0'10 23 136,504 

MARYLANll 10 62,057 3 22,470 2 13,490 3 31,000 

MASSACHUSETTS 14 112,783 9 63,405 3 22,430 3 30,208 

MICHIGAN 209 973,619 155 711,675 72 348,933 32 144,087 

MINNESOTA 105 612,727 85 478,241 27 146,301 15 93,216 
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FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 (As of 4/24/12) 

State Count Obligated Amount Count Obligated 
Count 

Obligated 
Count 

Obligated 
Amount Amount Amount 

MISSISSIPPI 14'1 1,033,162 14C 854,915 89 561,985 30 177,913 

MISSOURI 166 815,106 216 850,473 76 309,778 37 163,254 

MONTANA 15 106,9ll 7 52,055 3 7,430 4 24,050 

NEBBASKA 50 318,322 28 14~, 626 11 39,798 2 9,999 

NEVADA 18 94,451 21 129,725 13 50,766 4 24,289 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 25 158,745 35 244,034 8 52,140 9 73,172 

NEW ,JERSEY 5 29,315 1 4,100 3 22,589 2 17,700 

NEW MEXICO 8 56,361 16 138,250 11 65,355.00 9 68,354 

NEW YORK 86 446,986 76 417,947 38 224,241 9 43,789 

NORTE CAROLINA 282 1,740,261 2~8 1,520,352 124 768,098 56 351,997 

NORTH DAKOTA 27 155,925 18 111,942 8 63,484 6 19,000 

OHIO 114 630,810 118 718,226 40 217,059 13 76,160 

OKLAHOMA 48 281,386 37 2()0,800 27 164,998 17 72,655 

OREGON 20 131,429 38 222,99, 14 80,989 4 9,732 

PENNSYLVANIA 174 868,607 167 707,368 62 249,718 40 220,132 

PUERTO RICO 36 140,517 39 209,868 21 79,682 14 58,548 

RHODE ISLAN[] 5 51,800 7 58,475 2 24,500 ° 0 

SOUTH CAROLINA 87 594,846 61 518,351 50 312,599 16 123,907 

SOUTH DAKOTA 52 247,919 36 165,735 10 52,011 7 34,925 

TENNESSEE 239 1,184,693 195 807,033 89 390,715 40 166,097 

TEXAS 227 1,459,526 261 1,402,294 117 749,777 72 383,396 

UTAH 28 175,156 16 125,543 8 34,496 2 22,680 

VERMONT 31 177,560 4: 20'7,628 19 79,555 10 77, ll5 

VIRGIN ISLANDS 2 22,506 6,550 1 7,140 0 0 

VIRGINIA 85 550,731 110 60C,662 40 206,436 14 80,550 
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FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 (As of 4/24/12) 

State Count Obligated Amount Count 
Obligated 

Count 
Obligated Count 

Obligated 
Amount Amount Amount 

WASHINGTON 39 378,182 35 290,~62 20 134,738 12 c/3,212 

WEST VIRGINIA 149 620,430 125 538,535 21 118,316 11 75,630 

WESTPAC 21 166,050 11 76,620 57 265,784 30 165,307 

WYOMING 2 11,000 0 0 3 27,749 2 16,792 

Total 4,626 $25,960,630 4,047 $21,851,027 1,872 $9,998,401 849 $4,849,650 
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MUTUAL AND SELF HELP HOUSING 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a list of funding allocated ttrough the 
Mutual and Self-Help program by State for fiscal year 2012. 

Response: Section 523 funds are not allocated to the states. All 
obligations are completed at the National Office. Obligations for fiscal 
year 2012 are as follows. 

[The information follows:] 

Section 523 Mutual and Self Help Housing Grants and Contracts 
Obligations FY 2012 

Grants Contracts 

Number Amount Amount 
State Obligated Obligated Number Obligated 
Alabama 1 $333,916 ° Alaska ] 536,904 ° Arizona 2 1,010,880 0 

p..~rkansas 5 1,994,59':; 0 

° 
0 

0 

0 

California 6 6,75,500 1 $2,191,400 

Colorado 1 440,000 0 0 

Delaware 0 0 1 803,400 

Florida 1 2,100,000 1 958,709 -
Hawaii 1 490,000 0 ° Indiana 1 330,000 0 0 

Maine 1 1,010,JOO ° 0 

Mississippi 1 10,000 ° 0 

Missouri 1 324,000 ° ° Montana 1 10,000 a 0 

Nevada 1 622,320 ° 0 

New Ylexico 1 279,000 0 0 

North 
3 l, OIl, 872 0 ° Carolina 

Oklahoma I 2 1,75>i,839 1 1,454,432 

Oregor. 1 416,500 0 0 

Pennsylvania 1 299,999 0 0 

Rhode Island 1 345,250 0 0 

South Dakota 1 353,977 0 0 

Tennessee 1 503,200 0 0 

Texas ] 281,500 0 0 
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Grants Contracts 

Number Amount 
Number 

Amount 
State Obligated Obligated Obligated 
Washington 6 5,989,825 0 0 

Western 
1 736,700 0 a 

Pacific 
Wisconsin 

1 268,200 0 a 

Interagency 
Agreement 
with Dept. o~ 

Interior for a 8 , *:106,400 ~ 

Indirect Cost 
Rate 
Negotiations 

Total 51 $32,511,117 5 $5,514,341 

*includes an ~nteragency agreemenL for $106,400 wIth the Dept. of 
Interior. 

Mr. Aderholt: What States have ac~ive Self-Help programs? What States 
have programs for very low incoree housing ::::epair? What States have programs 
for land development? 

Response: The following States and territo~ies have active Self-Help 
programs: 

Alaska 
Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Delaware 
Florida 
Hawaii 
Illinois 
Idaho 
Indiana 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

!:-1aryland 
Michigan 
Missi.ssippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nevada 
New tvlexico 
North Carolina 
Oklatoma 
Ohio 
Oregon 
?ennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 

Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Washing-::on 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Marshall Islands 

The very low income housing repait" program exists in every State. 

States that have programs for land development are: Hawaii, ~ontana, 

Arizona, ahd North Carolina. 

FARM LABO~ HOUSING 

Mr. Aderholt: What was the nurr.ber and amount of pending requests for 
farm labor housing assistance at the end of fiscal year 2012? 
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Response: At the end of fiscal year 2012, there were 3 pending requests 
for Section 514 Farm Labor Housing Loans totaling $2,781,517. There were 5 
pending requests for Sectior. :)16 Farm Labor Housing Grants to'Caling 
$11,207,989. 

CREDIT SALES 

Mr. Aderholt: Provide a table for fiscal years 2008 through 2012 
showing the annual cost and the number of units sold through the credit sales 
of acquired property program. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

Rural Housing Service 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

Credit Sales of Acquired Property 

2008 2012 

2008 ],009 2010 2011 

Multifamily Credit Sales 

Single Family Credit Sales 

Non Program Credit 

502 Low-Income 

502 Very Low-Income-

Total 

Units 

277 

32 

26 

To::a1 

Amount Un.its 

$1,500 128 

321 

2,353 31 

2,146 32 

Total Tota2.. 

Amount (Jnits Amount (Jnits Amount 

$1,500 64 $1,100 96 $175 

646 25 1,104 14 

2,608 53 4,903 43 3,902 

2,614 35 2,777 40 3,317 

2012 

Total 

Units Amount 

22 $975 

29 2,531 

37 3,055 

Total, Multifamily and Sinqle _";;';';;"=='=-"';="';"'=;';;"_=-""==_===='=-_==='" 341 $6,320 201 $7,368 177 ';;9,884 193 $8,105 88 $6,561 

COMMUNITY FACILIIES PROGRhM 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table listing by State the number of 
projects and funding provided for Co~~un~ty Facility direct and guaranteed 
loans for fiscal years 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013 to date, 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows;] 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES FUNDING FY 2010 

STATE DiRECT 

ALABAMA 10 $2,742,234 

GUARANTEED 

0 ° 
ALASKA 5 12,156,000 2 $10,000,000 

ARIZONA 3 19,741,?50 5 19,915,489 

ARKANSAS 5 5,449,000 2 1,000,000 

CALIFORNIA 12 35,996,690 2 1,170,100 

COLORADO 7 3,286,000 ° 0 

DELAWARE 3 5,066,000 1 50C,000 

MARYLAND 3 5,020,000 1 2,500,000 

FLORIDA 7 25,630,600 1 2,100,000 
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COMMUNITY FACILITIES FUNDING IT 2010 

STATE DIRECT GUARANTEED 

GEORGIA 29 9,580,460 ° ° 
WEST PAC TERR 3 25,000,000 1 25,000,000 

IDAHO 5 662,200 3 272,000 

ILLINOIS 6 4,115,000 .c 4,210,000 

INDIANA -~ 5,191,400 2 2,825,000 -
IOWA 10 23,223,561 2 3,040,500 

~~~ 8 2,675,600 1 200,000 

KENTUCKY 10 18,766,000 0 0 

LOUISIANA 8 5,670,584 1 1,000,000 

MAINE 7 3,422,500 0 0 

MASSACfiUSETTS 5 3,899,040 1 562,500 

CONNECTICUT 3 2,002,000 3 26,427,600 

RHODE ISLAND , 600,000 ° ° 
MICHIGAN 10 9,809,000 1 2,500,000 

MINNESOTA 18 33,803,000 5 14,370,000 

MISSISSIPPI 2 1,899,000 0 ° MISSOURI 10 8,774,397 5 33,981,000 

MONTANA 4 5,127,850 1 500,000 

NEBRASKA 3 424,300 0 ° :-JEVA::JA 4 ' 1,345,937 a 0 

NEW JERSEY 4 3,671,000 ~ 3,000,000 

NEW MEXICO 5 1,989,332 0 0 

NEW YORt( 11 20,033,800 1 11,500,000 -
NORTH CAROLINA 44 51,201 1 972- 2 1,990,000 

NORTH DAKOTA 4 5,418,909 6 20,486,973 

OHIO 10 9,762, oeo 3 3,338,500 

OKLAHOMA 1 425,800 2 4,450,000 

OREGO'1 1 :",726,600 0 0 

PENNSYLVANIA 30 69,300,010 2 13,200,483 

POERTO RICO 4 :,020,240 1 1,144,480 

SOUTH CAROLINA 10 13,284,000 1 1,000,000 

SOUTH DAKOTA 10 33,183,486 2 2,150,000 

TENNESSEE 10 7,090,600 0 ° TEXAS 8 9,865,122 2 17,400,000 

UTAH 5 19,450,000 5 24,407,929 

VERMONT 6 2,375,800 2 3,300,000 
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COMMUNITY FACILITIES ruNDING IT 2010 

STATE O:RECT GUARANTEEL> 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 2 7,285,000 2 893,000 

VIRGINIA 12 11,771,038 1 326,000 

WASHINGTON 15 64,552,500 0 0 

WEST VIRGINIA 7 7,410,070 0 0 

WISCONSIN 5 5,832,825 3 3,626,500 

WYOMING 2 1,818,500 ° 0 

TOTALS 414 $630,848,206 77 $264,888,054 
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COMMUNITY FACILITIES FUNDING FY 2011 

STATE DIRECT GUARANTEED 

ALABAMA 12 $9,517,799 0 0 

ALASKA 3 8,493,200 ° 0 

ARIZONA 5 4,446,795 3 $5,744,807 

}IRKANSAS 6 7,565,000 1 3,000,000 

CALIFORNIA 6 4,254,818 . 4 1,828,000 

COLORADO 6 3,078,870 1 1,867,500 

DELAWARE 2 3,774,008 0 ° MARYLAND 3 2,821,000 0 ° 
FLORIDA 2 1,160,500 2 5,800,000 

GEORGIA 17 1,715,640 0 ° 
HAWAII 3 4,042,000 2 12,001,000 

IDAHO 5 1,990,500 2 270,000 

~NOIS 6 9,891,000 4 7,135,000 

INDIANA 8 47,174,380 2 6,700,000 

IOWA 6 28,114,084 2 3,150, GOO 

KANSAS 8 7,448,000 4 4,160 / 067 

KENTUCKY 8 10,726,257 1 20,133,406 

LOUISIANA 8 5,336,000 1 526,500 

MAINE 11 3,350,200 4 5,124,800 

MASSACHUSETTS 7 5,730,380 2 800,000 

CONNECTI CUT 2 195,000 2 600,000 

RHO;)];; ISLAND 1 145,060 0 0 

MICHIGAN 15 32,297,000 4 21,997,000 

MINNESO';:A 21 22,973,000 4 18,168, 000 I 
MISSISSIPPI 10 21,154,820 0 0 

MISSOURI 22 10,901,582 3 1,504,000 

MONTANA 4 902,100 1 5,300,COO 

NEBRASKA 8 9,009,000 3 2,795,000 

NEVADA 1 120,00C ° a 
NEW JERSEY 3 2,290,500 0 0 

NEW MEXICO 2 5,052,100 0 0 

NEW YORK 17 7,750,000 2 5,150,000 

NORTH CAROL1NA 12 15,910,180 3 3,631,150 

NORTH DAKOTA 7 1,584,627 2 1,000,000 

OHIO 15 9,485,000 2 6,562,000 

OKLAHOMA 3 4,027,000 3 1,100,000 

OREGON 3 2,898,334 0 0 

PENNSYLVANIA 12 15,024,800 1 3,000,000 

PUERTO RICO 5 5,925,000 ° 0 



441

I COMMUNITY FACILITIES FUNDING FY 2011 

STATE DIRECT GUARANTEED 

SOUTH CAROLINA 13 35,057,670 1 2,100,000 

SOUTH DAKOTA 15 13,013, ]50 2 8,598,000 

TENNESSEE 18 8,814, COO 1 1,300,000 

TEXAS 30 58,928,708 2 5,605,000 

UTAH 1 2,604,000 2 18,951,273 

VERMO,T 7 2,394,600 2 880,700 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 1 1,346,000 1 J,530,OOO 

VIRGINIA 25 13,429,428 0 0 

WASHINGTON 9 4,604,800 3 8,221,100 

WEST VIRGINIA 9 3,262,000 1 125,000 

WISCONSIN 5 5,740,100 0 a 
WYOMING 2 2,063,900 ° 0 

TOTALS 430 $490,337,082 80 $196,359,303 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES FUNDING FY 2012 

STATE DIRECT GUARANTEED 

ALABAI-'.A 7 $2,439,512 ° 0 

ALASKA 1 2,900,000 ° 0 

ARIZONA 9 15,263,597 1 $1,18~~ 

ARKANSAS 6 23,117,000 0 0 

CALIFORNIA 8 30,552,236 1 ~,870,00O 

COlORADO 4 2,806,100 0 0 

DELAWARE 3 5,600,000 ° ° MARYLANQ 9 11,670,800 0 ° FLORIDA 7 4,297,900 1 2,800,000 

GEORGIA 19 11,893,163 0 0 

HAWAII 7 29,646,000 2 1,300,000 

WEST PAC ?ERR 1 3,500,000 1 11,900,000 

IDAHO 9 12,8]0,000 1 1,224,000 

ILLI"iOIS 10 15, 659, 50_~ ~- 0 

INDIA~A 15 81,651,001 - 9,999,999 

IOWA 12 65,456,000 2 5,000,000 

KANSAS 5 2'-,500,000 1 4,450,000 

KENTUCKY 21 EO, 660, 400 0 0 

LOUISIANA 6 15,0,98,000 0 0 

MAINE 7 7,87;),000 3 8,106,100 

MASSACHUSETTS 10 9,378,980 1 400,000 

CONNECTICOT 7 12,164,200 0 ° 
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COMMUNITY FACILITIES FUNDING FY 2012 

STATE DIRECT GUARANTEEiJ 

RHODE ISLAND 3 3,369,900 0 0 

MICHIGAN 26 37,763,000 1 2,100,000 

MINNESOTA 31 82,980,200 3 12,862,000 

MISSISSIPPI 2 498,473 0 0 

MISSOORI 17 52,158,139 ° 0 

MONTANA 11 46,106,800 4 21,550,000 

NEBRASKA 10 43,767,500 1 20,000,000 

NEVADA 4 548,400 0 ° 
NEW JERSEY 12 10,705,600 0 0 

NEW MEXICO 6 15,224,000 0 C 

NEW YORK 9 6,739,610 3 4,418,400 

NORTH CAROLINA 34 56,896,000 4 28,811,000 

NORTH DAKOTA 6 6,406,761 2 2,607,200 

OHIO 8 5,650,000 0 0 

OKLAHOt"A 

=H 
250,000 

OREGON 1 3,639,250 0 

PENNSYLVANIA 21 42,438,380 14,833,600 

PUERTO "rco 16 11,816,800 0 0 

SOCTH CAROLINA 18 37,934,050 ° 0 

SOOTH DAKOTA 14 27,642,590 2 10,700,000 

TENNESSEE 26 92,709,858 0 0 -
TEXAS 19 3;>,146,996 1 1,029,6491 

CTAH 10 30,531,400 4 7,950,000 

VERMONT 6 3,983,100 i 1,700,000 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 3 6,190,000 C 0 

VIRGINIA 30 44,633,600 C 0 

WASHINGTON 8 8,857,900 0 ° WEST VIRGINIA 14 63,589,000 2 13,800,000 

WISCONSIN 6 21,664,000 4 8,108,000 

WYOMING 1 2,993,000 0 0 

TOTALS 555 1,270,518,000 49 $201,949,948 
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COMMUNITY FACILITIES FUNDING FY 2013 (as of 4/24/2013) 

STATE DIRECT GUARANTEED 

ALABAMA 6 $5,072,700 0 0 

ARKANSAS 1 40,000 0 0 

CALIFORNIA 6 5,203,440 0 0 

COLORADO 1 508,000 ° 0 

DELAWARE 1 1,200,000 0 0 

MARYLAND 1 1,396,000 0 0 

FLORIDA 0 ° 1 $3,000,000 

GEORGIA 5 1,526,000 ° 0 

HAWAII 1 21,568 0 0 

IDAHO 3 3,140,000 C ° ILLINOIS 3 1,949,500 0 0 

INDIANA 1 1,900,000 ° ° 
IOWA 5 23,540,000 0 a 
KANSAS 4 22,780,000 ° 0 

KENTUCKY 9 49,065,000 0 0 

LOUISIANA 2 6,232,300 ° 0 

MAINE 3 3,281,000 ° ° MASSACHUSETTS 2 1,370,000 0 0 

CONNECTICUT 2 2,162,000 ° 0 

RHODE ISLAND 1 454,000 0 0 

MICHIGAN 11 12,049,000 0 0 

MINNESOTA 11 44,419,000 0 0 

MISSOURI 18 6,258,300 ° 0 

NEBRASKA 1 4,4JO,000 0 ° NSVADA 2 13,877,228 1 _____ 2-'--~ 

NEW JERSEY 0 C 

NEW YORK 3 945,000 0 0 

NORTH CAROLINA 11 16,335,400 0 0 

NORTH ':lAKOTA 0 0 1 375,000 

OHIO 5 20,031,000 0 0 

OKLAHOMA 1 l32,300 0 0 

OREGON 1 2,578,000 0 C 

PENNSYLVANIA 10 42,606,700 ° 0 

?UERTO RICO 1 4,286,332 0 ° SOUTH DAKOTA 4 4,107 900 0 0 

TENNESSES 5 12,156,700 0 0 

TEXAS 2 89,600 0 0 

UTAH 2 3,049,700 0 ° VERMONT 2 1,140,000 0 0 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 1 32,600 0 ° 
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COMMUNITY FACILITIES FUNDING FY 2013 (as of 4/24/2013) 

STATE DIRECT GUARANTEED 

VIRGINIA 6 6,240,245 0 0 

WASHINGTON 0 0 1 3,000,000 

WEST VIRGINIA 8 22,372, 000 0 ° I-nSCONSIN 7 37,700,000 0 a 
TOTALS 169 $385,698,513 4 $8,823,922 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a tab:e showing the number and amount of 
pending requests by State for Community E'acility loans and gr.ants as of the 
end of fiscal year 2012. 

Response: The information is submitted for the ~ecord. 
[The information follows:] 



445

Dollar Amount of CF Applications on Hand 

Dl-rect Grant Guaranteed Guaranteed 
State Number D1.rect Amount Number Grant Amount Number Amount 

Alabama 21 $9,542,662 11 $847,217 

Alaska 1. 698, 600 1,121,725 

Arizona 13 43,504,207 601, 95"1 

Arkar.sas 199,650 73,973.77 

Ca:ifornia 17 62,088,793 20 1,998,081 $1,807,497 

Colorado II 7,797,297 l13,400 

Delaware 13,839,837 216,800.00 -----"-
Maryland 20,685,823 12 471,214 

Florida 19 64,372,470 11 4,985,865 16,500, 000 

I-~eorgia 14 14,025,954 656,970 9,333.123 

Hawaii 23,456,150 50,000.00 

Western Pacific 
Islands 63,990,516 297.388 

Idaho 3,794, JOO 240,000 1,596,000 

IllinOlS 11 3::,301,809 17 337,600 le,363,2~'! 

lndiana 5,247,5:9 65,000 40, OCO, 000 

Iowa 55,255,180 15 433,293 

KanSdS 5 24,126,000 127,522 

Kentucky 12 54,050,378 25 1,731,021 

::"ouisiana :3,985,000 147,503 

Maine 6,110,350 93,400 

Connecticut 300, OeD 

Mlchigan 18 21,231,000 21 330,150 4,032,000 

Mlnnesota 27 67,241,90? 18 522,876 

Mississippi 20,637 fOOL SO 3,572, 668 

Mi ssouri 10,055,000 58,185 

Montana 32, JOG 

Nebraska 1,433,220 215,200 

Nevada 15,522,27.8 39,400 

New Jersey 5,412,600 144,000 

~~ex_~co 4,576,537 101,210 

New York 3,531,834 54,290 

North Carolina 15 111,723,904 237,544 17,725,000 

North Dakota 13,04B,000 5,000,000 S_ 
Ohio 4,469,608 7 260,500 0 

Oklahoma 40,166,667 3 177,145 

.-2Eegon ______ 12,932,269 

~r:sylvania ?-~ 68,471,722 412,790 8,553,275 

Puerto Rico 3 1,854,665 

South Carolina 19 56,745,915 11 554,928 

SO:.ltr. Dakota 8,020,880 

Tennessee 8,308,635 135,800 3,600,000 

Texas 27 43,343,223 33 2,582,601 36,000,000 

Utah 2,376,000 149,900 

New Hampshire 44,300 24,000 

Vlrglnia 13 12, 83J, sec 21 498,770 



446

DEFAULTS IN THE COMMUNITY FACILITIES PROGRAM 

Mr. Aderholt: Please ~pdate the Corrmittee on the increase in defaults 
in guaranteed COIT@unity Faci~ities progra~? 
What were the loans for? 

When did the defaults occur? 

Response: The total losses [or the Community Facilities (CF) 
guaranteed loan program, beginning in ~arch, 1997 through September, 2012, 
are $70,501,369.08. The four largest losses in the history of the program 
totaled $43,218,176, or 61 percent of total losses. Three of these loans 
were obligated in 2000 and one in 2005. The four largest losses in the 
program occurred between August, 2006 and September, 2009. These loans were 
made for two golf courses and two hospitals. 

Two of these loans, totaling just over $23 million, were made by non
traditional lenders {e.g.: non-commercial banks, such as an investment 
bank}. One of the lenders continues to service .1 ts debt, and we expect to 
collect an additional $3.5 ~illion. These losses were attributed co golf 
courses and non-traditional le~ders. As a result, to protect the safety and 
soundness of the program, we st.rengthened our oversight and standards for 
recrealional facilities and non-traditional lenders \'lishing to participate .in 
the program. CF published a final rule in the federal on ~ay 7, 2013 
thar: will prohibit the financing of recreational that are 
inherently cOIT~ercial in nature, such as golf courses and water pa~ks. 

Historically, 57 loans i.n which the progran has experienced a loss co:nprise 
26 health care facilities, primarily assisted living and nursing homes; 6 
recreational facilities T the two largest losses being golf courses; 6 
schools; 5 m~seums; 6 child care facilities; 4 community centers; and 4 other 
assorted facilities. 

REGIONAL INNOVATION INIT=ATIVE 

Mr. Aderholt: Please explain in delail the p~rpose of the Regio~al 
Ihnovation Initiative. What programs will be used? How much funding is 
anticipated to be allocated to it? What priority setting is anticipated? 
How will the needs o~ remote rural areas be aadresseo? 

Response: The Regional Innovation Initiative is 
rural entities that are working togelher to grow their regional 
In FY 2013, no funding was specifically allocated to proposals with regional 
approaches in the specified programs. 

General Provision 718 for the FY 2014 
budget authority may be allocated for 
strategic regional planning in the 

requests that up to 5 percent of 
in areas that are engaged in 

Business and Industry 
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Guaranteed Loan; Rural Busi.TIess and Cooperative Grants; Intermediary 
Relending Program; Rural Economic Development Grants/Loans; Rural 
Microentrepreneuc Assistance Program; Value Added Producer Grants; Rural 
Energy for America Program; Broadband Program; the Water and Waste Direct 
Loan and grant program; and Community Facilities Direct Loan and grant 
program. The estjmated amount of funding available for this effort is about 
$199 million in program level. 

The current priorities for underserved communities will continue in all of 
the affected programs and remote areas will continue to be eligible for RD 
programs. 

MANUFACTURED HOMES 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the number and dollar amount of sectio~ 
502 direct and section 502 guaranteed loans for manufactured homes by State 
for fiscal years 2011 and 2012. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

Section 502 Manufactured Housing Loans -- FY 2011 
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Section 502 Manufactured Housing Loans -- FY 2012 
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Mr. Aderholt: Whal is the Rural Housing Service's policy regClrdiGg 
section 502 loans for manufactured housing? 

Response: The Rural Housing Service (RHS) has been making section 502 
loans for manufactured homes since the 1980s. Guidance for direct loans is 
in 7 CFR 3550 § 3550.73 Clnd for guaranteed loans is in RD Instruction 1980-0 
§ 1980.313 (i). 

Loans on manufactured homes a~e subject the same conditions as all other 
section ~02 loans, with exception of certain restrictions and additional 
requirements, including: 

Only new units may be financed with initial loans. However, 
units currently financed with a section 502 loan are eligible for 
resale the program; 
Loans will only be made on units sold by an approved dealer
contractor that provides complete sales, service and site 
development services; 
Dealer-contractors must submit evidence they are financially 
responsible, qualified an equipped to set up the unit on a site
built permanent foundation and develop the si~o, a~d willing to 
provide an acceptable warranty. 
The unit, site development and set-up must conform to Federal 
Manufactured Home Construction and Safety Standards and RHS 
constructior. standards in 7 CFR part 1924, subpart A; and, 
Development must be completed as per a specified construction 
contract but no payment is provided until the unit is permanently 
attached to the foundation. 
The units must have a permanently affixed certificate for heating 
and/or cooling performance, meetir;,g the requirements in RD 
Instruction 1924-A, Exhibit D, 'Thermal Performance Construction 
Standards. ' 
The maximum loan term on section 502 direct loans for manufacture 
homes is 30 years, compared to 33 or 38 years for site-built 
homes. (The maximum terrr: for all initial guaranteed loans is 30 
years. ) 

There are no differences between the section 502 direct and guaranteed loa~ 
property requirements for manufactured homes. 

Mr. Aderholt: Do State Rural Development offices have any flexibility 
to adapt the regulations a~d/or policies? If so, please describe the 
flexibility provided to them. 

Response: The Nationa: Office sets program-wide interpretations of 
regulations and policies. However, as per 7 CFR § 3550.6 for the direct loan 
program, "State and local laws and regulations, and the laws of federally 
recognized Indian tribes, may affect RHS implementation of certain provisions 
of this regulation, eXdTrLp].e, with respect to the treatment of liens, 



451

construction or environmental policies. Supplemental guidance may be issued 
in the case of any conflict or significant differences. u These State 
Administrative Notices and State Procedures provide guidance on local laws, 
climate, building requirements, and other areas. 

Also, pursuant to Section 506(b) of the Housing Act (42 U.S. 1476(b)), the 
agency may employ pilot programs to test possible changes in regulations and 
policy in a limited manner, usually in one or more states, before deploying 
these changes nationwide and/or revising a regulation. 

Finally, agency regulations at 7 CFR § 3550.8 for direct loans and') CFR § 

1980.397 for guaranteed loans provide excep~ion authority. Under these 
provisions, a Rural Development official may request the Administrator or 
designee to make an exception to any requirement in the regulations or 
address any omission in the regulations, as long as such except~on is still 
consistent with applicable statute, if the Administrator determines that the 
failure to make the exception would adversely affect ~he Government's 
interest. 

Mr. Aderholt: Is there a difference in policy for section 502 direct 
loans and 502 guaranteed loans? Please describe any differences. 

Response: There are significant differences between these direct and 
guaranteed loan programs. The two programs serve the housing needs of 
different rural populations. The direct loans are intended for those that, 
because of low income or isolated location, are unable to meet their housing 
needs without a direct, subsidized loan from the government. Applicants with 
iGcomes that qualify them for the Section 502 Guaranteed Loan Progran are not 
eligible for the Direct Loan Program. Guaranteed loans assist rural families 
to meet housing needs by obta~ni;lg a loan from an approved lender which the 
government guarantees against loss. Higher income families are served. 

The basic difference be~ween direct and guaranteed loan is who owns and 
services the loan. Under the guaranteed program, the lender is responsible 
for funding and servicing the loan according to its own requirements in 
addition to any requirements necessary to obtai:1 the RHS guarantee. ~he 

government's financial involvement is limited to cases where the lender 
incurs a loss. Under the direct program, loans that are subsidized based on 
borrower income are retained and serviced by the agency_ Borrowers are 
required to 'graduate' to private credit whe~ they are financially able to do 
so. 

RURAL BUSINESS-COOPERATIVE SERVICE (RBCS) SUBS=JY RATES 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table that lists tte subsidy rates for 
fiscal years 2008 through 2014 for all of the Rural Business-Cooperative 
Service programs. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 
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Formulation Subsidy Rates 
(As published in the Federal Credit Supplement) 

Program 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Intermediary Relending 42.89 41. 85 25.24 38.58 33.88 32.04 21. 61 

Rural Economic Development 22.59 20.89 13.05 17.91 12.98 12.39 8.45 

M':'croenterprise n/a 34.03 21.13 21.39 15.59 14.95 6.26 

Guaranteed Business & Industry 4.32 4.35 5.33 5.06 I 5.58 5.88 6.99 
Guaranteed Business & Industry 
- Nadbank 7.69 10.36 7.96 8.38 9.52 16.06 0.0 

Guaranteed Renewable Energy 9.69 9.69 13.64 46.36 26.19 24.01 0.0 

Biorefinery n/a 33.34 35.47 34.70 26.80 42.00 36.33 

BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY LOAN DELINQuENCY 

Mr. Aderholt: How many and what percent of the B&T loans are 
delir.quent? What is the dollar amount of the total delinquency? tlow much is 
attributed to the direct program and the guaranteed program? 

Response: As of March 30, 2013, the total number of B&I loans that are 
delinquent is 242 or approximately 7.18 percent to the total loan portfolio 
(guaranteed loans plus direct loans). 7he dollar amount of these 242 
delinquent loans is $448,360,386. The breakdown between the direct loan 
program and the guaranteed loan programs is as follows: 

There are 220 delinquent B&I guaranteed loans (excluding 
bankruptcies), a delinquency rate of 6.62 percent. The amount of 
unpaid principal outstanding ~or these delinquent loans is 
$427,963,096. 

There are 22 delinquent R&I direct loans, a delinquency rate of 
45.8 percent. The amount of unpaid principal outstanding for 
these delinquent loans is S20,397,290. All of the delinquent 
loans have some form of underlying collatera~ (e.g., real estate, 
machinery and equipment). However, should these loans be 
liquidated, the agency will know only after the liquidation 
process has been concluded whether or not the outstanding balance 
will be paid in full from the disposition of the collateral or if 
there will be a loss on the account. 

Mr. Aderholt: Did any 8&1 loan default in fiscal years 2008 through 
2013 to date? I: so, please provide an exp~ana:ion. 

Response: Yes, some B&I loans did default in FYs 2008 through 20J3 to 
date (see table below). Some of the factors contributi~g to defaults within 
the last five years include: a down~urn in the economy or recession; cost of 
raw materials and rising energy costs; trailing effects of hur~icanes and 
other ~atural disasters as affecced regions struggle to recover; current 
housing dowr.turn and tightening credit standards by ler:ders has made 
obtaining credit more difficult for entrepreneurs; and lender fai:ures. 
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Number of Loan Loan Unpaid 
FY Defaults Amount Principal 

2008 $15,381,000 $10,998,478 

2009 19 42,968,600 32,417,456 

2010 27 58,594,202 46,485,726 

2011 51 129,735,668 98,615,379 

2012 75 237,285,847 197,508,298 

2013 68 189,568,461 152,365,312 

Total 246 673,533,778 538,390,650 

Mr. Aderholt: What is the total amount of guaranteed B&I loans that 
have been written off? Please update the table provided in the fiscal year 
2013 hearing record. 

Response: The total amount of guaranteed 8&1 loans that have been 
written off is approximately $454,280,777. Information is provided for the 
record. 

[The information follows:] 

BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY GJARANTEED LOAN 
PROGRAM 

LOANS CLOSED FY 2001 2013 

(dollars in thousands) 

Financing Business 
Fiscal Year and Industry 

FY 2001 $89,521 

E'Y 2002 40,955 

E'Y 2003 54,254 

FY 2004 49,591 

FY 2005 33,764 

FY 2006 41,912 

f'Y 2007 55,093 

E'Y 2008 32,046 

f'Y 2009 42,323 

FY 2010 14,817 

FY 2011 0 

FY 2012 ° FY 2013 0 

Total $454,280 

Mr. Aderholt: Of the guaranteed business and industry loans that are 
in default, what type of business defaulted on the loans? What type of 
lender did the government guarantee for the loan? Is there a trend in the 
type of business or lender that is more likely to have a loan go into 
default? 
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Response: The majority of businesses in default are labeled as 
"ManufacturingU businesses followed by "Accommodation and Food Services" 
businesses. These types of businesses have been hit hard by the economic 
downturn. People are Dot traveling like they used to, and the housing 
downturn has negatively affected building and construction. Approximately 85 
percent of 3&1 loans in default have a lender who is classified as a 
"Commercial Bank". 

KNOW YOUR FARMER, KNOW YOUR FOOD 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a list of all Rural Business Enterprise 
Grants made in fiscal year 2012 ~o meet the goals of the Know Your Farmer, 
Know Your Food Initiative. Include the name of the grant recipient, state, 
amount of award, term of award, and the purpose of the project. 

Response: Rural Development notes that its programs do not have a 
specific emphasis for the Know Your Farmer, Know Your Food initiative. 
Historically, the authorities governing many programs within RD have 
supported local food activities similar to the Know Your Farmer, Know Your 
Food initiative. Projects provided in response to this question reflect 
projects that have always been eligible and have traditionally been done 
under this program. The information is provided for the record. 

[The information follows: ~ 

Rural Business Enterprise Grant Recipients for FY 2012 

One Year Term 

(Dollars in thousands) 

Borrower State Status Project Description 

Name Amount Name 

GREATER PEACE JETER 
COMMUNITY COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT GARDEN & 

CORP AL $70 MARKE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

PRODISEE 
I 

PANTRY, INC. I AL 61 FOOD PANTRY VEHICLES/EQUIPMENT/MACHINERY 

SIPAULOVI 
DEVELOPMENT PLANS FOR 
CORPORATION AZ 200 CSTORE/GAS NEW BUSINESS 

LOUISVILLE, I.,OUISVILI,E 
CITY OF CO 19 KITCHEN SMALL BUSINESS INCUBA.TOR 

MONTROSE 
DOWNTOWN 
DEVELOPMENT 
AUTHORITY CO 75 MONTROSE REVOLVING LOAN FUND 
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Borrower Status Project 

Name State Amount Name Description 

DELAWARE STATE AGRICULTURAL BUSINESS 
UNIV DE 30 INCUBATOR TRAINING 

MILLSBORO 
DOWNTOWN 
PARTNERSHI P, FARMERS 
INC. DE 16 MARKET TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

MID-SHORE FOOD 
REGIONAL BUSINESS 7ECHNICAL ASSISTANCE VALUE 
COUNCIL DE 53 CENTER ADDED PRODUCER SUPPORT 

JASPER CO. 
HISTORICAL 
FOUNDATION, COMMERCAL 
INC. GA 30 KITCHEN COMMERCIAL EQUIPMENT 

PAVILION FOR 
MILLEDGEVILLE, FARMERS 
CITY OF GA 42 MARKET PAVILION FOR FARMERS MARKET 

BIG ISLAND KITCHEN 
WELLNESS EQUIPMENT 
SOLUTIONS HI 12 PHASE 2 VEHICLES/EQUIPMENT/MACHINERY 

HAWAII KAU DISTRICT 
AGRITOURISM AG-TOURISM 
ASSOCIATION HI 25 DEVEL AG-TOURISM TRAINING 

HEARTLAND TECHNICAL 
COMMUNITY ASSISTANCE 
COLLEGS IL 99 GRANT TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

AUBURN, CITY 
OF IL 59 UTILITIES EXPANSION 

IOWA FOOD 
SYSTEMS TECHNICA:" 
COUNCIL, INC. 10 53 ASSISTANCE LOCAL FOOD BUSINESSES 

ST. JOHN RBEG-FARMERS 
PARISH COUNCIL LA 100 MARKET CONSTRUCT BUILDING 

NORTHEAST 
MICHIGAN NEMCOG LOCAL 
COUNCIL OF FOODS 
GOV'T. MI 20 IN] 'rIATIVE FOOD HUB TRAINING 

MICHIGAN LAND LOCAL FOODS 
USE INSTITUTE MI 40 PROMOTION TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 
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Borrower Status Project 

Name State Amount Name Description 

NORTHWEST MO BUSINESS 
ENTERPRISE CONSULTATION 
FACILITATION MO 20 SERVICE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

SOUTHEAST 
MISSOURI STATE 'lORTICULTURE 
UNIVERSITY MO 87 INCUBATOR SMALL BUSINESS INCUBATOR 

MISSISSIPPI 
RIVER HILLS FARL"! TO FORK 
ASSOCIATION MO 11 TRAILER VEHICLES/EQUIPMENT/MACHINERY 

NORTHWEST 
MISSOURI STATE :-10RE BEEF 
UNIVERSITY MO 37 PROJECT RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

FARMERS 
TRENTON, CITY MARKET 
OF :-10 30 PAVILION OTHER 

WEBB CITY 
WEBB CITY, FARMERS' 
CITY OF MO 22 JlAARKET VEHICLES/EQUIPMENT/MACHINERY 

S~1ALL 

LITTLE PRIEST ACREAGE 
TRIBAL COLLEGE NE 40 BUSINESSES TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

NH INSTITUTE 
OF AGRICULTURE NH FARM 
AND FORESTRY NH 18 ,RESH ONLINE TRAINING 

MONADNOCK 
ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 
CORP NH 44 EQUIPMENT VEHICLES/EQUIPMENT/MACHINERY 

COOPERATIVE 
GROWERS COOP GROWERS 
ASSOCIATION NJ 30 ASSOC (RBEG) ENHANCED MARKETING/SALES 

MARTINEZ & 

SAN MIGUEL SONS 
COlJNTY NM 50 PROCESSING VEHICLES/EQUIP:-1ENT/MACHINERY 

MOHAWK VALLEY JONES ,ARM 
REHAB NY 20 LEASING VEHICLES/EQUIPMENT/MACHINERY 

GENESEE COUNTY NY 200 ACCESS ROAD EXPANSION 

HOLLEY, SAVE-A-LOT 
VILLAGE OF NY 99 PARKING LOT RENOVATION 
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Borrower Status Project 

Name State Amount Name Descripti.on 

JEFFERSON 
COUNTY LOCAL 
DEVELOPMENT D:STI:c,:c,ERY 
CORP NY 99 EQUIPMENT NEW BUSINESS 

THE SUPPORT 
CENTER NC 75 RBEG-RLF REVOLVING LOAN FUND 

FOOTHILLS 
FARMERS 

CITY OF SHELBY NC 75 MARKET REPLACEMEN7 

PA 
COMMONWEALTH DEPARTME;';T 
OF OF 
PENNSYLVANIA PA 100 AGRICULTURE: "PA PREFERRED" MARKETING 

MARLBORO 
COUNTY FARI1ERS 
t'illRKET ASSOC. SC 87 EQUIPMENT VEHICLES/EQUIPMENT/MACHINERY 

INCUBATOR 
FAm1 & 

LOWCOUNTRY TRAINING 
LOCA:c, FIRST SC 94 CENT TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

MONTGOMERY 
MONTGOMERY COUNTY 
COUNTY TN 9 GOVERNMENT EQUIPMENT 

DRESDEN CITY FARMERS 
OF TN 35 t-'illRKET FARMERS MARKET 

AG 
PROCESSING 

BLEDSOE COUNTY FACILITY 
GOVERNMENT TN 10 STUDY FEASIBILITY STUDY 

AG 
PROCESSING 

BLEDSOE COUNTY FACILITY 
GOVERNMENT TN 2 STUDY FEASIBILITY STUDY 

CUMBERLAND 
CUMBERLAND CU:c,INARY 
UNIVERSITY TN 16 CENTER EQUIPMENT 

WHITE COUNTY 
FARMER'S 

WHITE COUNTY TN 30 MARKET FARMER'S MARKET 
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Borrower Status Project 

Name State Amount Name Description 

BRIDGERLAND 
APPLIED 
TECHNOLOGY KITCHEN 
COLLEGE UT 30 INCUBATOR VEHICLES!EQUIPMENT!JVlACHINERY 

THE CENTER FOR 
AN 
AGRICULTURAL REAP - FULL 
ECONOMY VT 192 TIME ADVISOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

NORTHEAST 
ORGANIC ONLINE 
FARMING ASSOC FARMER'S 
OF VT VT 56 MARKET TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

AFFILIATED 
TRIBES OF NW 
INDIANS-EDC WA 78 ICE MACHINES VEHICLES!EQUIPMENT!JVACHINERY 

NORTHWEST AGRI 
BUSINESS WHATCOM CNTY 
CENTER WA 50 VEG PROCESS VEHICLES/EQUIPMENT/MACHINERY 

TOTAL $2,962 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a list of all Rural Business Opportunity 
Grants made in fiscal year 2012 ~o meet the goals of the Know Your Farmer! 
Know Your Food Initiative. Include the name of the grant recipient, state, 
amount of award, term of award, and the purpose of the project. 

Response: Rural Development notes that its programs do not have a 
specific emphasis for the Know Your Farmer, Know Your Food ip-itiative. 
Historically, the authorities governing many programs within RD have 
supported local food activities similar to the Know Your Farmer, Know Your 
Food initiative. Projects provided in response to this question reflect 
projects that have always been eligible and have traditionally been done 
under this program. The information is provided for the record. 

[The information follows:] 

Recipient 
Golden Hills 
RC&D 

Mississippi 
State 
University 

RURAL BUSINESS OPPORTUNI7Y GRANTS 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

State 
IA 

MS 

Amount Term 
$~O 1 year 

49 1 year 

Purpose 
To provide technical 
assistance to new and 
existing farmers and 
ranchers with an emphasis 
on underserved 
populations. 
To idenlify the market 
audience for the creation 
and further economic 
development of 



459

Recipient State Amount Term Purpose 
agriculture! and 
agriculture-based 
suppliers and products in 
Mississippi. 

New Jersey NJ 44 1 year To assess the feasibility 
Dept. of of incorporatil1g local 
Agriculture shellfish into 

established local foods 
markets and to develop a 
business model that can 
be sustainab.l.e over the 
long term for shellfish 
farmers. 

Southern NY 26 1 year To conduct a "Food 
Tier West Aggregation Facility" 
Regional Study Project to help 
Planning foster economic 

developrr.ent between a 
multi-county area of New 
York Stac:e. 

South Dakota SC 50 1 year To develop a strategy to 
State build capacity in South 
University Dakota!s local food 

system through the 
establishment of a Local 
Foods Center! this would 
create structured 
con:l.ections between local 
growers and providers. 

Northwest WA 50 1 year To provide technical 
Agriculture support for existing 
Business agricultural processors 
Center and incubate new 

processors of 
agricultural products in 
Northwest Washington. 

Total $270 

RURAL COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT GRANTS 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a list of all Rural Cooperative 
Development grants made in fiscal year 2012 to meet the goals of the Know 
Your Farmer, Know Your Food Initiative. Include names of the grar:t 
recipient, state! amoun~ of award! term of award! and the purpose of the 
project. 

Response: Rural Development notes that its programs do not have a 
specific emphasis for the Know Your Farmer, Know Your Food ir.itiative. 
Historically, the authorities governing many programs withi.n RD have 
supported local food activities similar to the Know Your Farmer, Know Your 
Food initiative. Projects provided in response to this questior. reflect 
projects that have always been eligible a~d have traditionalLy been done 
under this program. The information is provided for the record. 

[The information follows: J 



460

Recipient 
Food Co-Op 
Initiative 

Agricultural 
Utilization 
Research 
Institute 

The Ohio 
State 
University 

Missouri 
IncuTech 
Foundation 

RURAL COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT GRANTS 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

State funount Term 
MN $175 year 

MN 68 I year 

OH 175 1 year 

MO 96 1 year 

Purpose 
?o provide technical 
assistance, training to 
rural areas, create 
anchor businesses to 
create new jobs and 
retain jobs, and 
establLsh new markets 
for local producers. 
~o provide technical 
assistance to new and 
exis~ing cooperatives in 
the areas of local 
foods, marketing and 
distribution, dairy 
processing, food 
processicg and renewable 
energy. 

To provide technical 
assistance to ::ood 
producers and food hubs 
interested in c:he 
cooperative busi::1.ess 
model. 
'::'0 establish the 
Missour"i Co-Operative 
uevelopmer;.t Center to 
focus on assisting and 
joining Rural 
Agricultural Producers 
and Purchasers. The 
Center will conduct a 
series of workshops 
called "Connecting Local 
Missouri Producers and 
Purchasers H with the 
goal of ~argeting rural 
and econo~ically 
depressed food producers 
and p~rchasers that want 
to form cooperatives and 
~utually-owned business 
entities. 

TOTAL $514 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a list of all Value-Added Producer Grants 
rtade in fiscal year 2012 to meet the goals of the Know Your Farmer! Know Your 
Food Initiative. Include narees of the grant recipient, state! amount of 
award, term of award, and the purpose of the project. 
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Response: Rural Development notes that its programs do not have a 
specific emphasis for the Know Your Farmer, Know Your Food initiative. 
Historically, the authorities governing many programs within RD have 
supported local food activities similar to the Know Your Farmer, Know Your 
Food initiative. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

Recipient 

Green Winter 
Farms, LLC 

Frank Konyn 
Dairy 

Parrott 
Investment 
Company, Inc 
(dba Rancho 
Llano Seco) 

Suzuki Farm, 
LLC 

VALUE-ADDED PRODUCER GRANTS 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

State Amount Term Description 

AK $50 I year This working capital 
grant will support 
the marketing of 
locally produced 
"living basil" to 
replace basil that 
is shipped in from 
thousands of reiles 
outside of Alaska. 

CA 50 I year Funds from this 
planning grant will 
be used to examine 
the feasibility of 
on-farm processing 
of milk in reusable 
glass bottles, as 
well as artisan 
cheeses, for sale in 
':ocal markets. 

CA 300 1 year Funds from this 
working capital 
grant will support 
market expansion for 
organic pork and 
beef sold in local 
markets, as well the 
development of new 
markets for products 
from secondary cuts. 

DE 41 1 year This working capital 
grant will support 
enhanced marketing 
efforts for ,Japanese 
vegetables such as 
edamame and daikon 
radish, produced for 
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Recipient State Amount Term Description 

local markets. 

James Koebke MA 48 1 year Planning funds will 
be used to study the 
feasibility of 
marketing on-farm 
produced yogurt and 
specialty cheeses. 

Old MD 168 3 years Working capital 
Westminster funds will be used 
Winery, LLC to launch a 

marketing plan for 
premium, regional 
wines. 

Cool Beans MD 43 1 year Working capital 
Farm, LLC funds will support 

the expansion of 
sales of locally-
produced micro 
greens directly to 
restaurants. 

Tide Mill ME 50 2 years Working capital 
Organics funds will be used 

to support expansion 
of organic poultry 
processing from a 
seasonal to annual 
operation and to 
target new markets 
throughout the state 
of Maine. 

Featherstone MN 300 1 year Working capital 
Fruits & funds will be used 
Vegetables, to enhance the 
LLC wholesale marketing 

of locally produced 
organic vegetables. 

Plainview MN 299 3 years Working capital 
Milk Product funds will support 
Cooperative processing and 

marketing of the 
cooperative's 
reduced-cholesterol 
line of dairy 
products. 
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Recipient State Amount Term Description 

Mississippi MS 44 1 year Working capital 
Delta funds will support 
Southern the marketing of 
Rural Black local, sustainably-
Women in grown sweet potatoes 
Agriculture to institutional 

buyers and specialty 
grocers. 

Calderon NC 100 1 year Planning funds will 
Produce, be used to develop 
Inc. comprehensive 

business and 
marketing plans for 
locally produced 
tomatoes and bell 
peppers. 

Sandoval NC 100 1 year A planning grant to 
Produce, develop business and 
Inc. marketing plans for 

local fresh produce, 
with a focus of food 
safety certification 
and specialty 
packaging. 

Burbach's NE 300 1 year Working capital 
Countryside funds will be used 
Dairy to support market 

expansion of local 
fluid dairy 
products. 

Comida De NM 50 1 year Working capital 
Campos, Inc. funds wi lJ support 

processing and 
marketing of fresh 
local produce into a 
line of salads and 
snacks for vending 
machines. 

Interpretati NV 24 ] year This working capita] 
ve Gardens, project will create 
Inc. dba a branded identity 
River School for locally produced 
Farm and marketed herbs, 

honey and fresh 
produce. 

9 Miles East NY 66 3 years Funds from this 
Farm LLC working capital 

grant will support 
increased production 
of ready-to-eat 
meals from locally-
produced farm 
products, delivered 
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Recipient State Amount Term Description 

and sold on a 
subscription basis. 

Keystone PA 300 2 years Working capital will 
Beef support the 
Marketing aggregation and 
Network marketing of beef as 

'PA bred and fed' to 
consumers and 
wholesale buyers in 
PA. 

Rhode Island RI 150 3 years Working capital 
Dairy Farms funds will be used 
Cooperative to support a line of 

locally-produced 
specialty cheeses. 

Dell Valle SC 300 2 years Working capital 
Fresh, Inc fur-ds will be used 

to implement 
marketing and food-
safety plans for 
locally-produced 
vine-ripened 
tomatoes. 

Clark SC 300 1 year This working capital 
Forrest project will support 
Farms a new focus toward 

marketing local 
peaches direct to 
consumers. 

Lower Brule SD 300 3 years Working capital will 
Farm be provided to 
Corporation support the 

processing, 
packaging, and 
marketing of 
tribally-produced 
popcorn products. 

KENT JISHA TX 144 1 year Working capital 
dba TEXAS funds will support 
DAILY processing and 
HARVEST marketing of organic 

produce and dairy 
products. 

MILLER VA 300 3 years Working capital 
FARHS, INC funds will support 

direct to consumer 
sales of local fresh 
produce and dairy 
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Recipient State Amount Term Description 

products. 

MEADOWCROFT VA 300 3 years The funds for this 
FARMS, LLC working capital 

project will help 
support online sales 
of all natural 
sauces r pickles, and 
relishes made on-
farm. 

GLENMARY VA 213 3 years Working capital 
GARDENS, LLC funds will support 

aggregation and 
marketing of fresh 
local berries and 
fruit, as well as a 
line of processed 
produc~s. 

Southern WI WI 150 2 years Working capital 
Food Hub funds will be used 
Coop to support 

aggregation and 
marketing of an 
array of fresh local 
produce to 
wholesalers. 

Grow Guam, Guam 300 1 year Working capital 
LLC funds will be used 

co reach new markets 
and to i:nplement 
food safe'Cy and 
quality assurance 
practices for 
hydroponic lettuce, 
veget".ables, and 
fruits 

TOTAL $4,789 

Mr. Aderholt: How many grants were made in fiscal year 2012 to meet 
the goals of the Know Your Farmer, Know Your Food Initiative? What is the 
total value of these grants? 

Response: Rural Development programs do not have a specific emphasis 
for the Know Your Farmer, Know Your Food initiative. HistoricallYI the 
authorities governing many programs within RD have supported local food 
activities similar to the Know Your Farmer, Know Your Food initiative. 
Projects listed in response to the previous questions reflect p~ojects that 
have always been eligible and have traditionally been done under this 
program. 
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During FY 2012, Rural Business-Cooperative Service made 88 awards for $8.5 
million. Awards came from the Rural Business Opportunity Grant, Rural 
Business Enterprise Grant, Rural Cooperative DeveloprEent Grant, and Value 
Added Producer Grant progra:ns. 

RURAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT LOANS AND GRANTS 

Mr. Aderholt: How ~any RUS borrowers, as of the end of FY 2012, were 
taking part in the Rural Economic Development Loan and Grant program? 

Response: 359 RUS borrowers were participating in the Rural Economic 
Development Loan and Grant program as of tne end of FY 20:2. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the table provided in the fiscal year 2013 
hearing record on Rural Economic Development Loan and Grant program to 
include FY 2012. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

RURAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT LOANS 
Number 

of Total Dollars Total Dollars 
Fiscal Year Projects Awarded leveraged 

2001 66 $7.2,640,567 $145,927,010 

2002 42 14,966,887 148,374,522 

2003 43 14,869,939 70,484,024 

2004 41 14,704,169 49,900,970 

2005 52 24,302,3"15 132,911,628 

2006 46 25,110,309 95,246,365 

2007 42 26,167,000 95,634,958 

2008 45 32,402,228 145,589,831 

2009 49 36,l71,370 72,102,919 

2010 38 21,925,572 100,780,855 

2011 47 29,412 , 012 360,906,863 

2012 65 40,779,170 229,437,227 

TOTAL 576 $303,451,598 $1,647,297,172 

RURAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT GRANTS 
Number 

of Total Dollars Total Dollars 
Fiscal Year Projects Awarded leveraged 

2001 16 $2,956,069 $15,195,284 

2002 15 2,620,000 7,335,'/80 

2003 22 4,066,300 15,680,690 

2004 13 10,786,000 22,865,38 7 

2005 31 8,120,000 22,704,267 
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RURAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT GRANTS 
Number 

of Total Dollars Total Dollars 
Fiscal Year Projects Awarded leveraged 

2006 36 10,000,000 59,630,463 

2007 36 9,863,333 66,360,527 

2008 37 10,000,000 82,346,316 

2009 31 9,014,156 65,986,989 

2010 33 9,036,570 78,805,423 

2011 24 6,557,333 78,402,272 

2012 36 9,573,436 127,975,163 

TOTAL 330 $92,593,697 $647,288,561 

COOPERATIVES ASSISTANCE 

Mr. Aderholt: Please list the nUIT.ber 0: requests for technical 
assistance and services provided to cooperatives in fiscal year 2012. 

Response: During FY 2012, Cooperative Programs (CP) Staff in the 
National Office completed five technical assistance reports, involving dairy 
producers in Washington l Oregon, Idaho, and Montana. Due to staff 
reductions and limited resources for CP staff travel, technical assistance 
requests were referred to regional cooperative development centers (f":J.nded 
under the RCDG program) where appropriate expertise was available. 

During 2012, CP staff in the ~ational Office coupled with a cadre of 
specialists at the State Rural Development Offices serviced ongoing 
technical assistance projects. National Office staff also worked with the 
RD state office staff to ~espond to numerous less technical inquiries from 
cooperatives and other similar business operations. The majority of 
assistance requests come from small producer gruGps while others originated 
from more established cooperatives. 

Mr. Aderholt: How many cooperative agreements did the RBCS enter into 
in fiscal years 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013? What is the total value of these 
agreements? 

Response: During 2010 1 Rural Business-Cooperative Service (RBS) 
entered into 31 cooperative agreements for a total of $7 / 707,319. This 
total included $2.8 million appropriated for Alternative Technology Transfer 
for ~ural Areas (ATTRA), $300,000 appropriated for research on the economic 
impact of cooperatives, $1.5 million (15 agreements) fo~ the historically 
black universities and colleges (1890 program) and $200,000 appropriated for 
the Kansas Farm Bureau. 

In FY 2011, RBS entered into 12 cooperative agreements for a total of 
SI,434,445. This total included $950,000 (11 agreements) and $484,445 
appropriated for ATTRA. (NOTE: In last year's response, the ATTRA 
agreement was incorrectly identified as being Ln FY2012 1 when it should have 
been counted among the FY 2011 agreement Aiso l the one agreement through 
the Under Secretary's office was iden~if ed as $250,000 in one place and 
$200,000 in another. The correct value s $200,000.) 
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In FY 2012, RBS entered into 4 cooperative agreements for a total of 
52,360,000, including $2,225,000 appropriated for ATTRA. (NOTE: The number 
of agreements and their value reported in last year's response where "Lo 
date" values. Since the response was submitted, RBS entered into three 
additional agreerr.ents in FY 2012.) 

To date in FY 2013, RBS will provide $2,086,732 in appropriated funds for an 
agreement which will support the ATTRA project. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please describe how RBCS determines success in its 
business loan and grant prograITLs, Does the agency follow up on proj ects 
that received awards? Has it conducted a long-term assess~ent of the 
success rates of the programs? How is this information used to inform 
future notices of funding availability or adjust existing progran? 

Response: The primary performance metrics for Rural Business
Cooperative Service (RBS) programs are the number of jobs created or saved 
and the number of busi~esses assisted. 7he agency records and tracks this 
information via an internal data management system. RBS field staff 
conducts annual lender visits to obtain updates on performance measures. To 
the extent possible, RBS attempts to collect success and impact information 
through project su~maries obtained upon the completion of a project and 
follow-up with grant recipients even afte~ they are no longer required to 
report. RBS routinely reviews program awards and works to TIaintain 
co~~~~ication with internal and external customers to receive feedback on 
program performance and incorporate changes when necessary and possible. In 
addition, lenders provide financial analyses of the loans and provide RBS 
with loan status updates. RBS has worked and continues to work with 
external and internal partners to evaluate and ~easure the success existinq 
programs are having in meeting Mission Area and Departmental goals. 

RURAL UTILITY SERVIC8 (RUSI SUBSIDY RATES 

Please provide a table ttat lists the subsidy rates for the fiscal 
years 2008 through 2014 for all of the RUS programs. Explain the reason 
for any significant char:ges in the subsidy rate over that time period. 

Response: The infor~ation is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

Formulation Subsidy Rates 
(As published in the Federal Credit Supplement) 

Program 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Water and Waste Disp. 
Loans 14.70 14.62 7.54 8.58 9.58 8.01 
Broadband (Treasury) 2.15 3.90 7.24 5.58 3.55 9.47 

Electric Hardship 0.12 -2.38 77.73 -7.38 -14.40 -16.41 
FFB Electric -0.70 -2.28 -0.47 -4.43 -4.00 -6.29 
FFB Electric Guaranteed 
Underwriting 0.09 0.10 -1. 85 O.l4 -6.32 -8.00 

Teleco~. Hardship 0.08 -1. 7 6 18.59 -7.37 -13.78 -15.09 
FFB TelecoIT~unications 0.62 -0.94 -0.65 -4.65 -3.64 -3.94 

2014 

-0.87 
13.05 

n/a 
-3.31 

n/a 

n/a 
n/a 
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Formulation Subsidy Rates 
(As published in the Federal Credit Supplement) 

Program 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
Telecom. Treasury 0.67 o. -0.43 -0.32 -1.19 -1.14 -1.12 
Guaranteed Water and 
Waste Disposal -0.82 -0.82 -0.82 -0.85 1.59 1. 06 0.71 

Rate Change Explanation 2013-2014 

Direct WaLer and Waste Disposal: The total subsidy was dropped from 8.07% to 
-0.87% in 2014 as the 2014 Formulation was compared to that of 2013 
Formulation. The majority of the decrease is due to the lower cost of 
borrowing expected for the agency. The cost of borrowing is based on the 
Office of Budget and Management (OMB) economic assumptio:1s. OMB is 
projecting lower interest rates i~ 2014 than what it was projected in 2013. 
Also, the Single Effective Rate (SER) had a stable pattern until 2009. Then 
it was dropped from 4.98% in 2009 to 2.9% in 2010. The SER then stayed Ln 
decreasi:1g IT:ode with small rate of change. With an exception '::'n 2009 where 
some changes of the total subsidy was attributed to the default rate, for the 
rest of ':he years the default s-:.J.bsidy co:nponent was insignificant a:l.d played 
no role in controlling the total subsidy trend. 

Telecommunica,:::ion Hardship: There was no formulation done in 2014 for 
Presidents 3udget. 

FFB Underwriting: There was no formulat~on done in 2014 for Presidents 
Budge;:. 

E.LECTRTC AND TELECOM BACKLOG 

Mr. Aderholt: Please upda~e the tables provided in the fiscal yea~ 
2013 heari;1g record showing the D',lmber of backlog applications and total loan 
requests by state on hand through fiscal year 2013 to date for each category 
of Electric and Telecommunications loans. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The ir.formation follows:] 

PENDING ELECTRIC PROGRAM FFB GUARANTED LOAN APPLICATION BY STATE 
AS OF April 24, 2013 

NUMBER OF 
STATE APPLICATIONS TOTAL AMOUNT 

Alaska 2 $54,723, COO 

A~kansas 1 6,891,000 

Colorado 1 76,760,000 

Florida 1 44,619,00C 

Georgia 2 13,000,000 

Kansas 1 28,460,000 
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NUMBER OF 
STATE APPLICATIONS TOTAL AMOUNT 

Kentucky 1 12,380,000 

Minnesota 3 36,001,000 

Missouri 3 117,109,000 

North Carolina 30,000,000 

North Dakota 2 144,879,JOO 

Oklahoma 1 9,700,000 

South :Jakota 4 46,858,000 

Texas 2 201,1'00,440 

Virginia 2 522,100,000 

TOTAL 27 $1,394,635,440 

PENDING TELECOMMUNICATIONS PROGRAM FUNDING APPLICATIONS 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

As of April 24 2013 , 
FY 2013 
Demand· Current Available Estimated Demand Shortfall 

PL BA PL BA PL BA 

Infrastructure $690,000 ° $272,589 0 $417,411 0 
Loans 

Broadband 439,000 $3,700 327,000 $30,967 -288,000 -$27,274 
Loans 

Community 9,095 9,595 200,000 200,000 -190,405 -190,405 
Connect Grants 

Distance 17,531 17,531 90,000 90,000 -72,469 -72,469 
Learning and 
Telemedicine 
Grants 

* Approved, Pendlng or expected to be submltted 

Pending Telecommunications Loans by State 

Infrastructure 
Loans 

IA 1 

ND 2 

OR 1 

SC 1 

SO 1 

WI 4 
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Broadband 
Loans 

MI 1 

OK 1 

There are not pending applications for Community Connect or Distance Learning 
and Telemedicine Grants as the application date has not closed. 

Mr. Aderholt: What is the number and dollar amount of electric loans 
that have been approved for fiscal years 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013 to date? 
Please indicate the amounts for hardship, ~unicipal, FFB, and guaranteed 
loans. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

ELECTRIC PROGRAM FY 2010 LOAN APPROVALS 

Number of Loans Total Dollar 
Loan Program Approved Amount Approved 

FFB GUARANTEED 169 $6,500,000,000 

HARDSHIP 4 100,000,000 

MUNICIPAL a ° Guaranteed 0 0 
Total 173 $6,600,000,000 

ELECTRIC PROGRAM FY 2011 LOAN APPROVALS 

Number of Loans 
Loan Program Approved Total Dollar Amount Approved 

FFB GUARANTEED 117 $4,233,247, 000 

HARDSHIP .5 39,610,000 

MUNICIPAL 0 0 

Guaranteed 1 499,000,000 

Total 28 $4,771,857,000 

ELECTRIC PROGRAM FY 2012 LOAN APPROVALS 
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ELECTRIC PROGRAM FY 2013 LOAN APPROVALS 
As of April 24, 2013 

Number of Loans Total Dollar Amount 
Loan Program Approved Approved 

FFB GUARANTEED 38 $886,911, 000 
HARDSHIP 0 0 
MUNICIPAL 0 a 
Guaranteed a 0 
Total 38 $886,911,000 

Mr. Aderholt: Did you receive any requests for deferment of RUS
scheduled debt service payments in fiscal years 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013 to 
date? If so, provide a list of the recipients of those deferments for last 
year and so far for this year. 

Response: The Electric Program received one request for deferment of 
scheduled debt service payments in FY 2013 from Multitrade Rabun Gap, LLC. 
RUS has agreed to a forbearance period while the request and options for full 
payment are reviewed. In fiscal year 2010, RUS received a request for debt 
deferral from Marshalls Energy Company, an electric borrower in the Republic 
of the Marshall Islands. In June 2012, an agreement was reached on a 
deferment and restructuring to allow full repayment. The Electric Program 
did not receive any requests for deferments of scheduled debt in fiscal years 
2011, or 2012. 

The Electric Program also offers deferrals under the Energy Resource 
Conservation (ERC) program. The ERe program authorized by 7 U.S.C.912 allows 
borrowers to defer principal and interest, re-amortized over 7 years, to make 
funds available for renewable energy, energy efficiency, conservation, and 
demand side management initiatives in t:he communities t2l.ey serve. I:.: is 
anticipated that all these deferments will be time~y repaid. These are not 
considered deferIT.cnts of debt service. 

Mr. Aderh01t: Please provide a descriptio:1 of electric utility loan 
write-downs or forgive:less in fiscal year 2012 and what is expected in fiscal 
year 2013. 

Response: The Electric P~ogram did not approve any loan write-downs or 
debt forgiveness in fiscal year 2012. We do not expect to approve any write
downs by the end of fiscal year 2013. 

CUSHION OF CREDIT 

Mr. Aderholt: Please describe how funds are generated in the 
guaranteed electric underwriting loan program to subsidize the cost of the 
rural economic development loan and grant program. How ~uch was generated in 
fiscal year 2012 and 20:3 (estimated) for the pcogram? 

Response: Section 313A of the Rural Electrification Act (7 U.S.C. 
940c-l) assesses an annual fee of 30 basis points on the unpaid principal 
balance of guaranteed underwriting loans. The fees generated are deposited 
to the rural economic development subaccount and may be used for Rural 
Economic Development Loans and Gra~ts. For Fiscal Years 2012 and 2013 the 
agency is estimating $10 million to be generated. 
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WATER AND WASTE LOAN PROGRAM 

Mr. Aderholt: Provide a breakout by State and by direct and guaranteed 
loans and grants of the application backlog at the end of fiscal year 2012 
for the water and wastewater program. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

WATER AND WASTE DIRECT DISPOSAL APPLICATION BACKLOG AS OF 9/30/12 

FY 
2012 FY 2012 

# AIr.ount of 
State Name Loan Loans 

ALABAMA 23 $25,391,122 

ALASKA 3 970,706 

ARIZONA 13 38,755,510 

ARKANSAS 36 46,880,068 

CALIFORNIA 58 145,272,397 

COLORADO 6 20,083,006 

CONNECTICUT 2 4,724,825 

DELAWARE 4 12,505,350 

FLORIDA 17 78,008, 008 

GEORGIA 11 50,657,454 

HAWAII 3 8,246,750 

IDAHO 5 9,275,000 

ILLINOIS 31 50,039,364 

INDIANA 16 29,931,813 

IOWA 24 55,833,297 

KANSAS 21 29,097,358 

KENTUCKY 32 65,666,968 

LOIJISIANA 27 74,612,313 

MAINE 12 7,289,750 

MARYLAND 10 36,080,054 

MASSACHIJSETTS 4 l4,768,250 

MICHIGAN 21 62,973,750 

MICRONESIA 1 830,000 ~ 

MINNESOTA 48 125,861, 873 

MISSISSCPPI 10 6,676,750 

MISSOURI 23 31,341,413 

~ONTANA 14 28,685,439 

NEBRASKA 16 29,560,487 

NEVADA 1 3,394,816 
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FY 
2012 FY 2012 

# Amount of 
State Name Loan Loans 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 1 750,000 

NEW JERSEy 7 20,471,900 

NEW MEXICO 20 67,264,693 

NEW YORK 60 147,945,230 
NORTH 
CAROLINA 25 105,366,085 

NORTH DAKOTA 10 23,679,109 

OHIO 15 30,322,461 

OKioAHOMA 21 67,548,806 

OREGON 20 28,485,693 

PENNSYLVANIA 38 144,665,459 

PUERTO RICO 1 6,187,500 

RHODE ISLAND 0 ° SOUTH 
CAROLTNA 30 137,572,961 -
SOUTH DAKOTA 18 236,886,213 

TENNESSEE 18 36,149,844 

TEXAS 69 181, 203, 427 

UTAH 3 11,387, 000 
VIRGIN 
lSLAN)S 2 559,596 

VIRGDIIA 15 23,789,000 

WASHINGTON 10 19,187,246 

WEST VIRGINIA 27 39,102,890 

WISCO)lSIN 5 3],164,500 

WYOMlliG 7 9,786,432 

Grand Total 914 $2,462,889,936 

There is no backlog of g~aran~eed loans at this time. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the tab~e provided in the fiscal year 2013 
hearing recora listi~g by State the cumber and amount of applications 
approved in fiscal years 2010, 20:1, 2017 and 2013. 

Response: The following i:r:£ormatio:1 is suomitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

WATER AND WASTE DISPOSAL APPLICATIONS APPROVED IN FY 2010 

# # 
State Loans Loans Grants Grants 
ALABAMA 12 $10,103,080 13 $8,412,285 
ALASKA 0 0 50 72,489,335 
ARIZONA 4 6,89:L,OOO 11 21,829,283 

Totals 
$18,515,365 

72,489,335 
28,720,283 
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WATER AND WASTE DISPOSAL APPLICATIONS APPROVED IN FY 2010 
# # 

State Loans Loans Grants Grants Totals 
ARKANSAS 43 46,244,500 41 64,098,500 110,343,000 
CALIFORNIA 25 143,774,000 21 32,291,057 176,065,057 

COLORADO 9 27,063,000 11 10,745,423 37,808,423 
CONNECTICUT 5 8,300,000 6 8,184,590 16,484,590 
DELAWARE 9 42,870,000 7 9,382,602 52,252,602 
,LORIDA 15 48,341,000 14 22,387,440 70,728,440 

GEORGIA 13 21,887,000 

===&± 
30,727,398 52,614,398 

HAWAII 3 3,286,100 733,269 4,019,369 
IDAHO 13 43,728,000 12,978,400 56,706,400 
ILLINOIS 37 53,522,250 28 14,964,063 68,486,313 
INDIANA 28 70,191,500 15 18,606,950 88,798,450 
IOWA 27 49,411,500 21 22,897,8CO 72,309,300 
KANSAS 32 38,711,400 17 15,593,759 54,305,159 
KENTUCKY 32 68,417,000 43 34,677,322 103,094,322 
LOUISIANA 14 23,498,000 10 24,479,518 47,977,518 
t'ffiINE 2~ 14,485,874 27 20,534,304 35,020,178 
t-A-ARYLAND 15 43,134,410 13 24,238,301 67,372,711 
MASSACHUSETTS 18 39,812,785 24 47,088,740 86,901,525 
MICHIGAN 54 121.,106,000 29 35,669,197 156,775,197 
MINNESOTA 23 40,201,000 2'1 20, on, 000 60,244,000 
MISSISSIPPI 26 26,222,106 23 24,676,382 50,898,488 
MISSOURI 44 56,223,300 45 33,340,034 89,563,334 
MONTANA 17 17,078,000 23 23,034,714 10,112,714 
NEBRASKA 13 I1f65~L,OOO 13 9,237,500 20,888,500 
NEVADA 6 9,037,000 6 4,974,403 ::'4,011,403 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 8 24,543,000 9 14,843,779 39,386,779 
NEW JERSEY 13 23,106,700 10 9,797,997 32,904,697 
NEW MSXICO 13 21,849,382 33 33,324,578 55,173,960 
NEW YORK 38 57,257,000 37 29,799,257 87,056,257 
NORTH 
CAROLINA 53 165,781,000 q] 72,647,050 238,428,050 
NORTH DAKOTA 15 20,772,850 .2 8,443,U9 29,216,029 
OilIO :5 41,257,000 20 38,06:;',046 79,318,046 
OKLAHOMA 25 38,716,085 19 48,974,2.63 87,690,248 
OREGON 8 32,955,000 I 9 10,630,090 43/585,090 
PENNSYLVANIA 40 172,681, 200 21 36,676,400 209,357,600 
PUERTO R:CO 6 19,965,000 4 7,321,000 27,286,000 
RHODE ISLAND 4 1,615, 000 5 1,526,335 3,141,335 
SOCTH 
CAROLINA 32 90,125,700 20 52,540,500 142,666,200 
SOUTH DAKOTA 29 25,078,000 26 21,171,000 46,249,000 
TENNESSEE 38 42,941,000 45 25,126,711 68,067,711 
TEXAS 34 85,246,SOC 24 41,437,227 126,683,727 
UTAH 7 8,020,000 7 10,199,719 18,219,719 
VERMONT 9 5,061,000 12 9,916,451 14,977,451 
VIRGINIA 34 108,336,580 19 37,974,000 146,310,580 
WASHINGTON 23 83,280,064 12 21,461,400 104,741,464 

WEST VIRGINIA 17 40,037,200 30 46,930,203 86,967,403 
WISCONSIN 28 44,462,700 31 24,58",953 69,048,653 
WYOMfNG 2 1,372,000 1 340,000 1,712,000 
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APPROVED IN FY 2010 

State Loans Grants Totals 
Total $2,239,650,766 $1,272,043,607 $3,511,694,373 

WATER AND WASTE DISPOSAL APPLICATIONS APPROVED IN FY 2011 

# 
STATE # Loans Loans Grants Grants Totals 

ALABAMA 20 $27,059,00) 13 $13,346,200 540,405,207 

ALASKA 2 1,716,000 26 50,501,3H 52,217,374 

ARIZONA 3 6,721,388 13 13,721,666 20,443,054 

ARKANSAS 19 47,899,000 11 5,467,BCO 53,366,800 

CALIFORNIA 13 29,113,000 25 17,715,426 46,828,426 

COLORADO 12 9,951,300 6 3,901,000 13,852,300 

CONNECTICUT 3 7,867,000 6 2,906,325 10,773,325 

DELAWARE 3 7,12 7 ,000 2 2,246,000 9,373,000 

FLORIDA 10 21,996,000 I 12 11,265,550 33,261,550 

GEORGIA E 20,565,600 9 15,429,740 35,995,340 

HAWAII " 2,188,000 1 1,5:3,000 3,701,000 

iDAHO "7 8,962,000 12 4,531,7"75 13,493,775 

, ILLINOIS 28 32,516,000 18 $9,304,950 41,820,950 

INDIANA 17 26,103,400 6 8,914,000 35,017,400 

IOWA 19 14,970,300 18 9,301,400 21,271,700 

KI\NSAS 13 12,262,500 11 3,457,703 15,720,203 

KENTUCKY 26 41,844,000 30 17,057,513 58,901,513 

LOUISIANA 14 21,285,000 12 9,250,448 30,530,448 

MAINE 7 9,284,500 ,5 5,704,100 14,988,600 

MARYLAND 8 14,269,000 12 11,333,663 25,602,663 

AASSACHUSETTS 11 B,772,OOO 15 3,053,390 11,82S,390 

MICHIGAN 24 55,035,000 13 11,328,300 66,363,300 

MINNESOTA 16 22,966,000 IB 9,893,000 32,859,000 

MISSISSIPPI 27 31,950,079 19 18,438,653 50,388,732 

MISSOURI 32 28,362,900 25 9,454,570 37,817,420 

MONTANA 10 7,960,200 :0 5,791,770 13,751,970 

NEBRASKA 14 11,500,000 
« 

5,2BO,800 16,780,000 J..,l. 

NEVADA 6 8,329,681 8 3,198,577 11,028,258 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 7 4,558,000 10 3,312,150 7,870,150 

NEW JERSEY 8 11,355, 000 7 5,925,100 17,280,100 

NEW MEXICO 8 9,:54,119 17 18,630,400 27,784,519 

NEW YORK 26 23,789,000 18 17,282,400 41,071,400 

NORTH CAROLINA 18 41,1)1 / 492 17 13,336,992 56,508,484 

NORTH DAKOTA 5 2,750,300 6 4,215,600 6,965,900 

OHIO 16 36,705,000 13 11,356,900 48,061,900 

OKLAHOMA 15 33,334,450 13 30,634,]11 63,968,761 

OREGON 3 8,018,242 4 2,324,140 10,342,382 
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WATER AND WASTE DISPOSAL APPLICATIONS APPROVED IN FY 2011 
# 

STATE # Loans Loans Grants Grants Totals 

PENNSYLVANIA 13 44,824,300 11 11,225,400 56,049,700 

PUERTO RICO 3 9,292,000 3 3,305,000 12,597,000 

RHODE ISLAND 4 2,131,000 5 1,754,000 3,885,000 

SOUTH CI\ROLINA 19 32,423,600 12 12,451,000 44,874,600 

SOUTH DAKOTA 18 20,632,000 11 23,204,000 43,836,000 

TENNESSEE 28 34,678,000 27 15,734,704 50,412,704 

TEXI\S 29 44,382,000 20 28,301,100 72,683,100 

UTAB 5 2,282,000 6 2,545,800 4,827,800 

VERMONT 7 8,945,000 6 3,677,000 12,622,000 

VIRGINIA 16 42,989,900 11 11,562,500 54,552,400 

WASHINGTON 18 33,480,500 5 ~,160,OOO 38,640,500 

WSST VIRGINIA 10 15,943,400 10 8,263,600 24,207,000 

WISCONSIN 13 30,378,600 10 6,718,530 37,097,130 

WYOMING 3 871,500 4 1,165,000 2,036,500 

Total 668 $1,032,665,258 623 $527,393,470 $1,560,058,728 

WATER AND WASTE DISPOSAL APPLICATIONS APPROVED IN FY 2012 

St.ate Totals 

ALABAMA 16 19,277,630 11 15,033,248 34,310,878 
I\LASKA 

° ° 24 33,636,381 33,636,381 
ARIZONA 4 5,647,048 9 13,365,387 ]9,012,435 
ARKANSAS 22 9,009,000 16 6,260,442 15,269,442 
CALIFORNIA 18 56,754,000 22 11,449,500 68,203,500 
COLOAADO 8 9,053,000 10 4,063,910 13,1 1 6,910 
CONNECTICUT 4 8,023,000 6 2,645,000 10,668,000 
DELAWARE 8 24,042,000 5 3,223,917 27,265,917 
Fl.,ORIDA 8 20,211,600 9 9,324, ]'10 29,535, no 
GEORGIA U 26,860,980 11 14,359,325 41,220,305 
IDAHO 8 15,753,000 15 5,480,301 21,233,301 
ILLINOIS 29 31,790,000 24 11,028,544 42,818,544 
INDIANA 11 23,146,000 10 9,953,158 33,099,158 
IOWA 10 13,287,860 17 10,867,923 24,155,'183 
KANSAS 30 44,580,57:) 19 12,921,600 57,502,170 
KENTUCKY 24 31,849,000 32 16,087,998 47,936,998 
LOUISIANA 9 17,448,200 7 7,222,000 24,6-10,20C 
MAINJc; 10 8,059,000 15 5,OB8,408 13,147,408 
MARYLAND 6 9,021,000 12 9,85 :1.8,875,300 
MASSACHUSETTS 9 9,275,000 :1 2,752,7 12,on_~ 
MICHIGAN 32 65,230,00:) 17 10,712,316 75,942,316 
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WATER AND WASTE DISPOSAL APPLICATIONS APPROVED IN FY 2011 

/I 
State L Loans Grants Grants Totals 

MINNESOTA 24 23,096,000 29 16,229,366 39,325,366 
~lISSISSIPPI 19 11,837,300 16 5,529,830 17,367,:30 
MISSOURI 27 36,025,600 20 9,201,240 45,226,840 
MONTAN.l\ 7 9,107,000 13 7,447,172 16,554,172 
NEBRASKA 12 11,275,000 12 3,830,000 15,105,000 
NEVADA 1 747,000 1 207,000 954,000 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 1 6,616, 000 4 5,)81,443 12,397,443 
NEW JERSEY 9 12,952,800 6 3,371,000 16,323,800 
NEW MEXICO 10 4,843,000 14 10,898,150 15,741,150 
NEW YORK 21 26,979,000 24 10,045,900 37,024,900 
NORTH 
CAROLINA 22 42,074,000 21 12,958,521 55,032,521 
NORTH DAKOTA 10 12,759,749 9 8,895,018 21,654,767 
OHIO 12 25,875,000 10 9,753,500 35,628,500 
OKLAHOMA 8 15,556,180 9 31,761,372 47,317,552 
OREGON 2 2,797,300 1 2,004,320 4,801,620 ~ 

PENNSYLVANIA 12 25,304,300 7 11,059,000 36,363,300 
PUERTO RICO 5 8,747,325 8 3,587,485 12,334,810 
RHODE ISLAND 5 940,000 5 1,263,750 2,203,750 
SOUTH 
CAROLINA 10 33,248,292 7 12,425,500 45,673,792 
SOUTH DAKOTA 12 11,868,500 8 30,432,293 42,300,793 
TENNESSEE 25 34,890,000 33 13,877,475 48,767,475 
TEXAS 24 37,725,184 19 22,289,752 60,014,936 
U';'AH 4 3,562,000 6 5,890,909 9,452,909 
VERMONT 6 3,563,000 9 2,823,778 6,386,778 
VIRGINIA 12 28,200,600 14 9,624,888 37,825,488 
WASHINGTON 8 9,660,400 4 996,385 lO,6~6,785 

WEST VIRGINIA 21 41,624,500 19 14,819,370 56,503,870 
WISCONSIN 15 21,868,850 18 7,079,170 28,948,020 
WYOMING 1 407,000 1 233,958 640,958 
TOTALS 628 $952,468,768 649 $477,217,000 $1,429,686,000 

WATER AND WASTE DISPOSAL APPLICATIONS APPROVED IN FY 2013 
Through March 24, 2013 

/I * State Loans Loans Grants Grants Totals 

ALABAMA 5 $2,455,900 2 $2,807,000 $2,807,000 
ALASKA 1 576,200 576,200 
ARKANSAS 7 6,802,000 4 2,673,000 2,673,000 
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WATER AND WASTE DISPOSAL APPLICATIONS APPROVED IN FY 2013 
Through March 24 2013 , 

# # 
State Loans Loans Grants Grants Totals 

CALIFORNIA 5 10,0l6,000 3 3,439,000 3,439,000 

COLORADO 

~ 
405,000 1 294,000 294,000 

CONNECTICUT 1 250,000 250,000 

DELAWARE 1,542,000 1 999,000 999,000 

FLORIDA 3,362,000 ~ 1,478,000 1,478,000 

IDAHO 3 3,595,000 3 1,071,500 1,071,500 

ILLINOIS 14 7,355,000 ) 2,323,000 2,323,000 

INDIANA 5 8,282,000 2 2,892,000 2,892,000 

IOWA 8 14,025,000 6 4,703,500 4,703,500 

KANSAS 9 14,640,000 5 3,061,000 3,061,000 

KENTCCKY 12 23,319,000 10 5,702,300 5,702,300 

LOUISIANA 3 8,990,000 2 1,642,000 1,642,000 

MAINE 5 3,779,000 5 2,059,000 2,059,000 

MARYLAND 3 1,77'0,000 3 2,166, 000 2, l66, 000 

MASSACHUSETTS 2 3,088,000 2 1,004,000 1,004,000 

MICHIGAN 12 16,5'14,000 7 3,733,000 3,733,000 

MINNESOTA 4 5,393,000 4 2,056,000 2,056,000 

Y1ISSISSIPPI 4 1,774,000 2 326,000 326,000 

Y1ISSOURI 14 13,409,600 4 2 / 061,900 2,061,900 

MONTANA 4 5,214,000 3 2,437,000 7,437,000 

NEBRASKA 5 2,880,000 4 1,499,400 1,499,400 

NEVADA 3 7,052,000 3 2,949,980 2,949,980 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 2 2,585,000 1 739,000 739,000 

NEW JERSEY 1 1,500,000 1 500,000 500,000 

NEW YORK 11 9,207,000 6 2,909,000 2,909,000 

NORTH CAROLINA 4 1,450,700 3 325,/137 325,437 

NORTH DAKOTA 3 3,675,500 1 891,000 891,000 

OHIO 3 6,639,000 2 3,786,300 3,786,300 

OKLAHOMA 5 5,585,250 3 2,715 / 375 2,715 1 375 
PENNSYLVANIA 4 8,752,800 2 3,324,500 3 1 324(500 
PUERTO RICO 1 3,422,000 1 1,200,000 1,200,000 

SOUTH CAROLINA 5 20,180,000 2 4,500,800 1,500,800 
SOUTH DAKOTA 6 3,384,000 2 900,000 900,000 

TSNNESSEE 8 10,249,100 8 3,032,000 3,032,000 
TEXAS 10 13,691,000 2 2,183,500 2,183,500 
VERMONT 1 ~,023,00O 1 2,644,000 2,644,000 
VIRGINIA 5 7,019,000 4 2,097,000 2,097,000 
WASHINGTON 2 938,600 

WEST VIRGINIA 3 5,059,000 2 2,117,000 2,117,000 
WISCONSIN 5 18,748,000 4 9,101,000 9,101,000 
Total 209 $293,336,450 131 $97,169,692 $97,169,692 

Mr. Aderholt: In fiscal year 2012, what percent of water and waste 
disposal loans were used to expand existing systems? 
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Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:) 

IT 
Obl.igated 

2012 

Loan Amount 
Obl.igated 

$952,468,768 

Loan Amt for 
Expansion 

$192,187,447 

Percent 
Expansion 

20% 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the table provided in the fiscal year 20}3 
hearing record regarding the average loan to grant ratios for the water and 
waste program for the last five fiscal years. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

Ratio of 
Fiscal Loan to 
Year Grant 

2012 2.6 

2011 2.7 

2C10 l.77 

20C9 l. 71 

2008 2.33 

2007 2.33 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the number and amount of circuit riders 
obligated in fiscal years 2008 through 2013 by State. 

Response: The totals may exceed the amount available due to recoveries 
and deobligations of funding available in prior years. 

The information is submitted for the ~ecord. 
[The information follows:] 
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NATIONAL RURAL WATER ASSOCIATION FUNDING BY STATE AND NUMBER OF CIRCUIT RIDERS BY STATE 

IT 08 FY 09 FY 10 FY 11 FY 12 
IT 13 I 

As of March 24 

State CR Total Paid CR Total Paid CR Total Paid CR Total Paid CR Total Paid CR Total Paid 

AK 3 S643,22LJ 3 $~ll, 937 4 $722,152 4 $541,073 3 $645,588 3 $395,147 

AL 5 583,723 5 439, LJ79 7 674,060 6 506,162 4 444,924 4 298,671 

AR 6 685,441 6 508,941 8 786,529 8 739,282 5 561,839 5 375,461 

AZ 4 454,249 4 344,914 5 554,504 5 447,838 4 441,873 4 305,180 

CA 6 687,279 6 495,181 8 830,541 7 662,397 5 583,871 5 368,876 

CO 3 352,352 3 269,053 5 503,952 5 417,213 3 343,443 3 228,234 

C'l'-RI 3 345,201 3 269,053 5 517,514 5 384,764 3 325,824 3 150,919 

DE 3 346,920 3 269,053 4 439,622 4 334,396 3 317,228 3 211,820 

FL 5 527 ,827 5 344,914 5 554,710 5 478,186 5 479,841 5 326,284 

GA 5 584, C73 5 441,509 7 776,868 7 613,830 5 551,926 5 378/123 

HI ° 0 ° 0 1 210,390 3 399,825 3 540,085 3 422,836 

IA 5 562,957 5 416,710 7 673,591 6 528,977 4 454,198 4 303,875 

ID 5 572,701 5 441,509 7 693,779 6 548,483 5 550,034 5 373,028 

IL 6 695,612 6 508,941 8 787,936 7 621,668 5 557,297 5 374,031 

IN 4 459,547 4 344,914 6 681,860 7 6::'2,292 4 441,925 4 3C2,518 

KS 3 348,221 3 269,053 5 559,445 5 442, 662 4 389,350 4 252,002 

KY 6 697,699 6 508,941 8 784,437 7 672,660 5 560,104 5 374,521 

LA 6 703,354 6 517,370 8 802,601 7 625,458 5 552,842 5 368,097 

MA 3 347,025 3 269,053 5 528,118 5 369,327 3 335,488 3 223,928 

MD 3 348,169 3 266,903 5 ~29,763 5 374,290 3 326,048 3 221,698 

ME 3 348,829 3 269,053 5 546,319 5 403,828 3 336,597 3 224,528 

MI 5 575,176 5 441,509 7 752,905 8 699,250 5 548,534 5 377,236 

MN 4 471,251 4 344,914 6 664,297 7 686,693 5 511,325 5 332, 46~ 

MO J 584,614 5 441,509 7 793,988 8 780,055 5 566,130 5 377,784 

MS 6 702,428 6 508,941 8 793,108 7 621,72_0 5 558,582 5 367,777 
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FY 08 FY 09 FY 10 FY 11 FY 12 FY 13 

As of March 24 
State CR Total Paid CR Total Paid CR Total Paid CR Total Paid CR Total Paid CR Total Paid 

MT 3 351,490 3 269,053 4 450,739 4 369,504 3 329,774 3 226,696 

NC 5 555,486 5 441,509 7 726,330 7 666,409 5 5S6,422 5 372,102 

NO 3 350,860 3 269, OS3 4 441,993 4 368,584 3 337,194 3 225,677 

NE 3 351 / 157 3 269,053 5 548,265 5 401,285 4 374,971 4 255,023 

NH 3 345,350 3 261,966 4 432,977 4 353,692 3 327,722 3 220,732 

NJ 3 326,347 3 269, 053 5 527,993 5 383,651 3 336,019 3 215,183 

NM 5 585,724 5 412,346 6 678,253 6 532,549 5 501,945 5 333,117 

NV 3 340,114 3 267,729 4 444,574 4 335,138 3 323,678 3 213,470 

NY 5 583,635 5 441,509 7 783,462 7 660,463 5 ':.165,095 5 381,621 

OH 4 469,327 4 344,914 6 688,637 7 59"!,311 4 ,::]51,138 4 304,241 

OK 6 704,346 6 508,941 7 792,507 7 631,442 5 565,503 5 377,445 

OR 4 463,960 4 365,648 6 672,363 6 503,808 4 450,713 4 299,904 

PA 5 589,283 5 412,346 6 697,948 7 647,218 4 459,067 4 303,029 

SC 5 529,646 4 312,910 5 567,856 5 449,098 4 388,502 4 253,692 

so 3 351,146 3 269,053 5 564,466 5 457,561 4 396,472 4 254,605 

TN 5 583,324 5 432,576 7 782,086 7 672,906 5 560,249 5 374,599 

TX 6 661,033 6 480,119 7 747,939 6 61'1,726 5 588,525 5 393,523 

UT 3 351,494 3 269,053 4 447,420 4 377,212 3 340,020 3 226,381 

VA 5 577,282 5 412,346 6 639,060 6 506,992 5 489,587 5 301,687 

V'l' 3 346,172 3 269,053 5 533,693 5 369,485 3 331,781 3 222,575 

WA 5 582,725 5 439,372 7 777,228 7 602,197 5 559,127 5 371,786 

WI 4 46],] 92 4 344,914 6 685,515 6 554,205 5 496,536 5 332,282 

WV 6 694,180 6 504,793 8 764,234 7 651,173 5 556,729 5 371,770 

WY 3 338,801 3 269, 053 4 401,677 3 328,360 3 330,887 3 223,679 

Totals 207 $24,121,945 206 $17,979,715 286 $30,960,203 283 $25,_~ __ ~9_~ 304 202 $22,542,551 202 $14,989,958 
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Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a list of all Lechnical assistance grants 
that were made in fiscal years 2008 through 2013 by State. 

Response: Fiscal Year 2013 recipients have not yet been selected. Award 
announcements are ar.ticipated at the end of May 2013. The information is 
submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND TRAINING GRANTS 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

APPLICANT STATE FYOB FY09 FY10 FYll FY12 

Alaska Forum AK S175 $175 $239 0 a 
Alaska Native Tribal 
Health Consortium AK 100 0 270 $300 $292 
Aleutian Pribilof 
Islands Association, 
Inc. AK a 0 a 89 0 

Southeast Alaska 
Regional Health 
Consortium AK 0 0 a 162 147 
Tanana Chiefs 
Conference AK 100 150 161 143 134 

Yukon River Inter 
Tribal Watershed 
Council AK 0 a 0 0 163 

Zender Environmental 
Health& Research AK 0 0 214 225 183 

Winrock 
International AR 0 0 0 0 270 

Inter Tribal Council 
of Arizona, Inc. AZ a 0 0 400 593 
OCT Water QuaL ty 
Academy CA 0 0 0 141 168 
Rural Community 
Assistance 
Partnership DC 5,561 5,700 0 5,988 5,750 
Golden Hills 
Resource 
Conservation IA 0 0 0 44 0 

IA Onsite Wastewater 
Association IA 0 0 100 0 0 
E. Kentucky Pride 
Foundatior: KY 0 a 0 0 100 
Eastern Mai.ne 
Development 
Corporation ME 0 0 0 52 0 

Hancock County 
Planning Comrr.ission ME 0 0 0 27 14 
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APPLICANT STATE FY08 FY09 FY10 FYll FY12 
Northern ME 
Development 
Commission ME 80 0 92 90 79 

SE Technical 
Assistance Service MO C 0 56 0 0 
ONational Tribal 
Environmental 
CouDcil NM 794 850 800 798 0 

Native American 
Water Association NV 274 280 280 100 207 

Syracuse University NY 0 0 0 198 173 

Natior.al Rural Water 
Association OK 10,300 10,600 10,500 9,800 10,000 
South Carolina 
Manufacturing 
Extension 
Partnership SC 0 0 0 215 0 

West Virginia 
University (NOWC) WV 986 1,008 787 780 800 

Total $18,371 $18,763 $13,500 $19,554 $19,074 

~r. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing emergency community water 
assistance grants made in fiscal years 2008 through 2013 by State. 

Response: The .information is submitted for the record. 
[The information follows: J 

State FY 

AL 

CA 

10 

IL 

IN 

10 

KY 

MI 

MO 

MN 

NE 

NV 

NM 

EMERGENCY COMMUNITY WATER ASSISTANCE GRANTS 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

2008 FY09 FY10 FYll FY12 

0 $55 $135 0 0 

$150 0 0 0 0 

650 15 $631 $479 

334 0 493 0 0 

0 0 0 ° ISO 

0 0 0 0 0 

500 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 37 

150 574 1,089 104 150 

500 0 0 0 C 

1,730 1,177 264 0 500 

0 500 0 0 0 

500 0 0 0 0 

FY13 

0 

C 
0 

0 

0 

$500 

0 

0 

150 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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State FY 2008 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 

NY 240 0 0 0 495,000 0 

OK 464 500 77 149 0 0 

OR 0 126 0 0 0 0 

TE 1,108 925 500 500 826 0 

TX 0 85 0 0 500 0 

WA 506 583 0 0 0 ° 
WV 0 0 91 0 0 0 

Total $6,832 $4,540 $2,648 $1,384 $497,642 $650 

Mr. Aderholt: What is the status of the water and wastewater revolving 
fund? Were funds obligated in fiscal years 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013? 

Response: Since the beginning of the revolving fund progr.am in FY 
2004, $4,453,166 has been obligated. In 2010, RUS obligated $497,999 for 2 
projects. For FY 2011, RUS obligated $495,000 for 2 projects. Tn FY 2012, a 
total of $497,000 was obligated under this progra~. These funds, alo~g with 
the grantee matching funds, have resulted in $4,978,232 in loans to small 
rural communities. The total allowable loan amount is limited to $100,000 or 
less. Loans are used for pre-development costs in anticipation of 
construction, short term financing of equip~en~ replacement, small scale 
extensions, and other small capital projects that are not part of regular 
operation and maintenance activities and ~oo small to be cost effective for 
RUS loan program. For FY 2013, 5923,686 was appropriated. A Notice of Funds 
Availability will be released in June and awardees will be announced prior Lo 
August 2013. 

BROADBAND LOANS 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a sUITmary of the sta~us of the broadband 
loan program. How many projects are underway? How rrany are pending? What 
is to~al amount that has been borrowed under the program? In what states are 
the projects underway? 

Response: RUS has 54 act~ve Farm Bill broadband loan proqram borrowers 
with a principal balance of approximately $511 million. The application 
cycle for the program is currently open and two applications are pending. 
Due to pending Universal Service Fund (USF) reforn, and the inability to 
project revenues, investment in rural broadband is less certain than in prior 
fiscal years. Currently there are active construction projects ~n MN and ND. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a summary of the broadband grant 
(Community Connect) program. How many projects are underway? How many are 
pending? What is the total a~ount that ~as been awarded under t~e program? 
In what states are the projects underway? 

Response: Since inception in 2002, Res has awarded 229 grants for 
$122,319,651 through 9/30/12. Approxinate1y 50 projects funded under ~he 
grant program are underway in CA, CO, 1L, KY, LA, MO, MS, NH, NM, NV, OK, TX, 
VA and WA. There are no pending projects as the application window has not 
yet closed. 
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Mr. Aderholt: Please describe in detail the agency's concerns with the 
Federal Communications Commission's (FCC) reforms to the Universal Service 
Fund. How has RUS engaged the FCC? How many RUS borrowers are negatively 
affected? Has FCC addressed any RUS concerns? 

Response: We share your concerns about the need to restore 
predictability and certainty to the rural broadband investment climate which 
has contracted as a result of the newly imposed caps in high cost Universal 
Service Fund (USF) support and cost constraints from the Quantile Regression 
Analysis benchmarks outlined ir. the Federal Communications Commission's (FCC) 
Transformation Order. USDA believes rural broadband deployment is an engine 
for economic growth and job creation in rural areas and throughout America. 
Additional information is provided for the record. 

While investment demand for broadband expansion remains high, overall demand 
for RUS loan funds dropped to roughly 37 percent of the total amount of loan 
funds appropriated by Congress in FY 2012. Current and prospective RUS 
borrowers have hesitated to increase their outstanding debt and move forward 
with planned construction due to the recently implemented reductions in USF 
support and Inter-Caryier Compensation payments. 

On Febr~ary 15, 2013 OSDA submitted an ex parte filing into the FCC's public 
record outlininq the discussion I had with FCC Chairman Genachowski in which 
I highlighted the need for our agencies to work collaboratively to fulfill 
the President's broadband deployment goals, I also offered several 
constructive recommendations to improve the Order to achieve its stated 
purpose - increase broadband investment and adoption in rural high cost, low 
density communities. 

One of t~e recommendations urged the FCC to combine the unused incremental 
support under CAF Phase 1, Round 1 with the second round of 2013 CAF Phase 
funds for support and distribution to rural price capped carriers. USDA 
believes all existing federal funding vehicles dedicated for broadband 
investment and deployment to rural unserved areas must be used and leveraged 
to the fullest extent possible to achieve rural broadband access goals. 
Moreover, USDA supports the expansion of modern telecommunications, including 
broadband, throughout rural areas, whether funded by RUS or not. 

Access to 21st Century broadband is essential not only to rural economic 
development, but to the nation's continued economic recovery. In the 2008 
Far~ Bill and the Arner"ican Recovery and Reir.vestment Act of 2009, Congress 
made clear that the USDA and lhe FCC must work together to create pro
investment policies which support rural b.t"oadband deployment. I remain 
hope:ul t!l.at the FCC, under new leadership will strongly consider USDA's 
recommendations to restore certainty and stability for rural broadband 
investment to continue which will afford the most rural and remote 
communities the opportunity to fully participate in e-commerce, Lrade, civic 
engagement, medical care and academic and career advancement. 
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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 24, 2013. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

WITNESSES

ANN MILLS, DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY, NATURAL RESOURCES AND 
ENVIRONMENT, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

JASON WELLER, ACTING CHIEF, NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVA-
TION SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

MICHAEL YOUNG, BUDGET OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

INTRODUCTION OF WITNESSES

Mr. ADERHOLT. The hearing will come to order. I understand Mr. 
Farr will be here just shortly, but we will go ahead and get started 
with the testimony. 

I would like to welcome Ms. Ann Mills, Deputy Under Secretary 
for National Resources and Environment, Jason Weller, Acting 
Chief of the Natural Resources Conservation Service, and Mr. Mike 
Young, the USDA’s Budget Director, to the Ag Approps Sub-
committee this afternoon. 

OPENING STATEMENT

We are convening this afternoon to review the NRCS’ fiscal year 
2014 budget request. NRCS requests a total of $808 million in dis-
cretionary funding for its salaries, expenses, and activities. In addi-
tion, more than $3.1 billion will be available to farmers, ranchers, 
and private landowners through the farm bill’s mandatory con-
servation programs to help them preserve, protect, and enhance 
their land. 

The cooperative work of NRCS and individual farms and ranch 
families to conserve and maintain productive lands is usually un-
recognized. The science-based, locally led, and voluntary approach 
to conservation on these lands is an incredible legacy that arose out 
of the terrible Dust Bowl years. Even if we do not realize it, all 
Americans have benefitted from it, and the legacy is certainly 
worth defending. 

But part of the legacy is the integrity of the NRCS’ operations 
and programs. The subcommittee has been concerned for several 
years with the agency’s management of its programs and financial 
systems. We hope to hear today that the agency is on a better 
track. In order to maintain support for the agency, its programs 
and locally led conservation, and to pass on the legacy to the next 
generation, it is necessary that we have the highest level of con-
fidence in NRCS’ systems, their science, and their staff. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. And with that, let me recognize Ms. Mills for her 
opening statement. And anything that you want to put on the 
record will be included. 
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Well, hold up 1 second. Mr. Farr is here. Let me see if he has 
any comments he would like to make. 

Just about to recognize you for any comments you would like to 
make.

Mr. FARR. It is great to have you all here and look forward to 
the round of questions. I do not have any formal comments. Thank 
you.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Deputy Under Secretary Mills, please proceed. 

OPENING STATEMENT

Ms. MILLS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you to you, 
members of the Committee. I am pleased to appear before you 
today to present the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s fiscal year 
2014 budget for the Natural Resources Conservation Service, and 
I would like to thank the Subcommittee for its ongoing support for 
voluntary working lands conservation. 

USDA, through NRCS, remains committed to helping America’s 
farmers and ranchers achieve their conservation goals as they re-
spond to the challenges of the 21st century. As you noted, Mr. 
Chairman, the President’s 2014 budget requests a total of $4 bil-
lion for NRCS, roughly $3 billion for mandatory funding, and $808 
million for discretionary funding. And I would like to use my time 
to outline today just a couple of examples of how NRCS is coupling 
its traditional strengths of site-specific, on-the-ground technical 
and financial assistance with a new generation of conservation ap-
proaches that are going to help America’s farmers remain the most 
productive in the world. 

Under the 2008 farm bill, NRCS and its customers have bene-
fitted from historic levels of conservation funding that have enabled 
the agency to maintain not only its nationwide conservation sup-
port, but also target some of the funds to address some of country’s 
most critical natural resource concerns. Our Conservation Effects 
Assessment Project, or CEAP, has shown that targeting the right 
practices on the right acres can significantly improve the cost effec-
tiveness of producers’ efforts to reduce nutrient and sediment run-
off. NRCS has implemented this tool and others in establishing a 
number of landscape initiatives, including those in the Gulf of Mex-
ico, the Mississippi River Basin, the California Bay Delta, the Flor-
ida Everglades, and the Great Lakes. And across these landscapes, 
we are working with our partners and with producers to leverage 
funds to measurably improve water quality and wildlife habitat for 
at-risk species. 

In two other forward-thinking priorities for Secretary Vilsack, we 
are looking at agricultural certainty programs and environmental 
markets. Both create nonregulatory incentives for producers to 
scale up their voluntary conservation investments. And impor-
tantly, they are attracting private dollars to agricultural conserva-
tion, which is important at a time when we see both Federal and 
State budgets declining. 

Given NRCS’ technical expertise, its science-based conservation 
practices and trusted relationships with landowners that have been 
developed literally over generations, NRCS is well positioned to 
play a unique role to help States and their partners develop envi-
ronmental markets and agricultural certainty programs. 
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In a kind of a back-to-the-future move, NRCS has launched the 
soil health campaign. As you mentioned, sir, NRCS was born out 
of the Dust Bowl 77 years ago and healthy soils is part of its DNA. 
But what we have learned and we are reemphasizing is by invest-
ing in what is arguably a farmer’s most valuable asset, in investing 
in healthy soils, we can increase their productivity, we can reduce 
input costs, and importantly, we can make them more resilient to 
extreme weather events. 

And when those weather events happen, NRCS is there. NRCS 
was there during last year’s drought in 22 states putting conserva-
tion practices on the ground like cover crops, helping producers in-
stall more efficient irrigation systems, and livestock watering facili-
ties. We were there after the Deepwater Horizon, we were there 
after Hurricane Sandy, and we are there as we speak moving dol-
lars into those States that are experiencing flooding in the Mid-
west, so that if they need those funds, they are available. 

In the President’s 2014 budget we propose some difficult cuts, 
but we also invest in some strategic moves that include invest-
ments in significant process improvements, in restructuring the 
budget and financial management, the procurement and property 
and human resources functions, all three with an eye to improving 
service and lowering costs. These steps are helping us weather 
budget cuts while maintaining a robust level of service. NRCS em-
ployees are doing an extraordinary job of delivering record levels 
of service to their customers with fewer resources. 

Secretary Vilsack recently testified that under President 
Obama’s leadership, USDA has taken significant steps to strength-
en rural America and at the same time lay the groundwork for con-
tinued growth and prosperity. With changing climate patterns and 
high commodity prices, now, more than ever, America’s farmers 
and ranchers need NRCS to ensure the health of our natural re-
source base. 

I would like to thank the committee for this opportunity and for 
supporting NRCS in these efforts, and I look forward to any ques-
tions you may have. 

[The information follows:] 
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NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT 

Statement of Ann Mills, Deputy Under Secretary 

Before the Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Development, 

Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 

Mr. Chainnan and Members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased to appear before you today to 

present the fiscal year (FY) 2014 budget for the Natural Resources Conservation Service 

(NRCS) of the Department of Agriculture. I appreciate the ongoing support of the Chainnan and 

Members of the Subcommittee for USDA's work on voluntary, private lands conservation and 

the protection of soil, water and other natural resources. 

Our Nation's prosperity -particularly the prosperity of our rural communities - is closely linked 

to the health of our lands and natural resources. USDA remains committed to helping the 

Nation's fanners and ranchers meet their conservation goals. NRCS is working hard to couple 

its traditional strengths of site-specific, science-based technical and financial assistance with 

innovative efforts to leverage funding from private and non-governmental organizations in an 

effort to extend the value of taxpayer dollars. NRCS is also supporting the establishment of 

forward-thinking, incentive-based conservation and restoration programs including water quality, 

wildlife certainty, and environmental markets. 

Natural resource conservation does not just protect the water we use, the air we breathe, and the 

soil that is necessary for producing our food. In many cases, the conservation practices that 

producers implement, with NRCS's assistance, can reduce production costs and improve 

productivity, making improvements to a producer's bottom-line and helping sustain rural 

communities. 
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The President's FY 2014 budget requests a total of about $4 billion for NRCS conservation 

programs, including approximately $3 billion in mandatory funding and $808 million in 

discretionary funding. Although the agency will continuc to face budgetary pressures, 

particularly in discretionary spending, this budget represents a significant investment in 

conservation programs and related activities. 

Secretary Tom Vilsack recently testified that, under President Obama's leadership, USDA has 

taken significant steps to strengthen rural America and provide a foundation for continued 

growth and prospcrity. Today, I will highlight for you how USDA, through NRCS, is working 

smarter to achieve natural resource improvements by leveraging resources and modcrnizing 

business operations in order to reduce administrative overhead and complexity. USDA 

employees are setting a tremendous example in this regard, delivering record levcls of service to 

their customers with fewer resources and staff. 

Resource Accomplishments 

With implementation of the 2008 Farm Bill, NRCS and its customers have benefitted from 

historic levels oftechnical and financial assistance, provided through the agency's disperse 

workforce working one-on-one with farmers and ranchers. The agency has remained flexible, 

allowing for quick and agile responses to acute challenges, such as the Deepwater Horizon oil 

spill and 2012's historic drought. For example, since 2008, NRCS has: 

• Established 19 landscape conservation initiatives in targeted areas such as the Gulf of 

Mexico, the California Bay Delta, the Everglades, and the Great Lakes. NRCS initiatives 

in targeted areas address high-priority natural resource concerns and have improved the 

Federal return on investments in conservation. 

• Helped producers adapt to drought conditions. In 2012 farmers and ranchers experienced 

the worst drought since the 1950s, according to the National Climatic Data Center. As 

the severity of the drought became apparent, NRCS moved quickly with partners to get 

technical and financial assistance to farmers and ranchers. Funding was provided to plant 

cover crops to minimize soil erosion, install livestock watering facilities, and install more 

efficient irrigation systems to limit impacts on aquifers. In FY 2012 and FY 2013 NRCS 
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provided nearly $44 million for drought mitigation that was used to address drought 

issues in 22 states. 

• Instituted a Working Lands for Wildlife partnership that will allow farmers and ranchers 

to protect threatened wildlife species while ensuring continued agriculture and forestry 

production. Working Lands for Wildlife is a new partnership between NRCS and the 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) that uses agency technical expertise, combined 

with financial assistance from the Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program, to combat the 

decline of seven specific wildlife species whose habitat needs overlap significantly with 

agricultural landscapes. For example, at one time Longleaf pine forests covered 90 

million acres in the southeastem United States. Now only 3.4 million acres remain. By 

increasing the use of management practices such as prescribed grazing and forest stand 

improvements, forest landowners can make many of these acres more functional and 

viable. 

• Played a major role in helping Gulf Coast states and landowners address water quality 

impacts to the Gulf of Mexico. The Gulf of Mexico Initiative (GoMI) provides 

assistance to agricultural producers in the five Gulf Coast states to improve water quality, 

conserve water, and enhance wildlife habitat within watersheds draining into the Gulf of 

Mexico. NRCS obligated approximately $8 million in contracts and easements under the 

initiative in FY 2012 and will commit up to $30 million more over the next two years to 

provide conservation assistance to farmers and ranchers in priority areas along seven 

major rivers that drain to the Gulf. 

• Addressed water quality issues through NRCS's Mississippi River Basin Initiative. This 

effort builds on the past efforts of producers, NRCS, partners, and other State and Federal 

agencies in a 13-State area, in addressing nutrient loading in selected small watersheds in 

the Mississippi River Basin. Excess nutrient loading contributes to both local water 

quality problems and the hypoxic zone in the Gulf of Mexico. In FY 2011 and FY 2012 

NRCS directed over $50 million in financial assistance for this initiative. 

• Played a leadership role in emergency responses to natural disasters, from the Deepwater 

Horizon oil spill to Hurricane Sandy. Responses to these events are ongoing. Many of 

the producers in the states affected by the oil spill are still providing wintering habitat 

after their crops are harvested. NRCS is helping private landowners and communities 
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recover from the effects of Hurricane Sandy through the Emergency Watershed 

Protection Program. 

• Instituted a pilot program through the Environmental Quality Incentive Program (EQIP) 

that ""ill allow producers to comply with EPA rcgulations by using EQIP financial 

assistance to prevent on-farm oil spills. The Oil Spill Prevention, Control and 

Conntermeasure (SPCC) pilot is in its third year. In its first two years (FY 2011 and 

FY 2012) it provided more than $4.2 million to over 1,000 producers in nine States to 

develop professionally prepared and certified SPCC plans and provide for appropriate 

secondary containment of oil storage facilities. 

Looking Ahead--Innovations in Conservation 

Despite the recent decreases in NRCS' s budget, the agency continues to keep pace with changes 

in conservation approaches and resource needs. Our landscape initiatives guided by information 

gleaned from the Conservation Effects Assessment Project (CEAP) are just one example. Below 

are additional examples of how NRCS will help farmers and ranchers through what we call 21 $I 

Century Conservation. 

• CEAP composed of a series of resource assessment efforts, has enhanced our data-driven 

capabilities for getting targeted conservation on the ground. CEAP has also helped 

spawn the next generation of technical tools - such as the Soil Vulnerability Layer and 

the CEAP Conservation Benefits Identifier - that will take our ability to target 

conservation to a higher level. A user-friendly version of the APEX model (the field

level model powering CEAP) ""ill help field staff and producers to determine, at a glance, 

which suites of practices offer the greatest conservation benefit. 

• In recent years NRCS has regularly heard from producers aronnd the country that they 

are concerned that the potential for shifting regulatory requirements will make it difficult 

for them to plan their business operations. One solution is to give producers certainty 

that the rules won't change for them for a set period oftime, in exchange for their 

implementing practices proven to address water quality concerns. USDA has been a 

stannch supporter of voluntary state certainty programs. In January 2012, Secretary 

Vilsack signed a Memorandum of Understanding with the Governor of Minnesota and 

the EPA Administrator, annonncing the establishment of Minnesota's Agricultural Water 
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Quality Certification Program. Other states are pursuing water quality certainty 

programs, including Virginia and Maryland. NRCS is also supporting the Certainty 

approach for addressing wildlife habitat issues through our Working Lands for Wildlife 

partnership. Farmers, ranchers, and forest managers have regulatory predictability and 

confidencc that the conservation investments they make on their lands today will not 

result in regulatory penalties and that they can help sustain their operations over the long 

term. Our partnership with the USFWS provides landowncrs with regulatory 

predictability should the target species be listed undcr the Endangcred Species Act at 

some point in the future. 

Emerging greenhouse gas, water quality, and wildlifc markets prcscnt opportunities for 

agricultural producers to receive compensation for the ecosystem services they generate 

from certain voluntary conservation practices. NRCS is developing the science and 

decision tools to help producers quantify the environmental benefits generated by these 

practices. 

Researchers and programmers at the NRCS National Technology Support Center (NTSC) 

in Portland, Oregon are working with cxperts from across the Department to create tools 

that will quantify the soil carbon footprint of all agricultural activities at the farm gatc 

from nutrient management to buffer strips. These tools will be used by farmers, ranchers, 

and USDA field staff to identify practices that result in greenhouse gas cmission 

reductions and carbon sequestration. 

To advance our ability to address water quality concerns, NTSC in Portland is working 

with experts from across the Department to develop thc Nutrient Tracking Tool (NTT). 

NTT is a web-based application that allows a farmer to calculate the differences in 

nitrogen, phosphorus, and sediment runoff and yields at the field scale when current 

farming practices are compared to conservation practices. This tool will be improved 

with additional investments by NRCS in its new Edge-of-Field Water Quality Monitoring 

program that, combined with instream monitoring efforts, will allow us to more 

accurately measure the effects of our conservation practices and strengthen our 

APEXICEAP modeling efforts. Taken together, these tools will NRCS better understand 
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the benefits of Federal conservation investments, while also supporting producer efforts 

to pursue new business opportunities and help ensure the integrity of environmental 

credits used in trading markets. 

The agency is also supporting pilot projects that help create market supply for the 

environmental credits generated by farmers and ranchers, with the goal of acclimating 

producers to the general requirements for participation in environmental markets. Special 

Conservation Innovation Grant (CIG) opportunities used greenhouse gas projects 

(FY 2011) and water quality trading projects (FY 2012). For both of these efforts, NRCS 

established awardee networks - forums for the awardees to convene regularly and share 

information and lessons learned. 

• NRCS is working on thoroughly integrating soil health into the agency's policies and 

programs. Partners and stakeholders, recognizing the potential benefits from widespread 

adoption of soil health management systems, benefits in productivity, natural resource 

condition and profitability, are stepping up to amplify and support our soil health effort. 

By focusing more attention on soil health and by educating our customers and the public 

about the positive impact healthy soils can have on productivity and conservation, we can 

help the Nation's farmers and ranchers feed the world more profitably and sustainably 

while also helping them adapt to extreme weather events and new climate patterns. 

• NRCS is comprehensively restructuring the Budget and Financial Management, Property 

and Procurement, and Human Resources functions to improve service and lower costs. 

The vision ofthe future is to enable our employees to service more customers. The plan 

includes functionally aligning the work between the field and headquarters staffs and 

ultimately looks to streamline functions, reduce redundancies and realize cost savings. 

FY 2014 Budget 

In the FY 2014 budget, we propose difficult cuts to some programs, but also strategic 

investments in other programs to maintain NRCS's position as the country's leading private 

lands conservation agency. We have been working for some time to modernize our business 

operations to better serve our customers in a constrained budget environment. Our goals are to 
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deliver effective on-the-ground conservation, maintain the flexibility to address emerging 

resource issues and protect mission critical strengths including our technical capacity and our 

ability to work with local partners in addressing resource priorities. 

We continue to improve the condition of our natural resources, but more needs to be done. 

Through CEAP we have learned that approximately 15 percent of the nation's nearly 300 million 

acres of cultivated cropland needs a high level of treatment in order to reduce impacts on water 

quality, while 33 percent needs a moderate level of improvement. Water quality concerns 

resulting from the subsurface loss of nitrogen through natural pathways or tile drains remain a 

significant resource concern. Climate change and extreme weather call for better adaptation 

strategies for producers. 

We must find ways to maintain strong ties to local experts who can provide valuable insight into 

local and regional resource concern. We also need to maintain investments in the agency's 

technical strengths that have supported NRCS's operations for over 75 years and - more 

importantly that are critical to solving ongoing and emerging conservation challenges. Our 

technical products and services benefit local economics and arc necessary to maintain a viable 

agriculture sector. They are increasingly used by other sectors of the economy. These products 

include: The National Resources Inventory (NRI), a widely respected source for natural resource 

conditions and trends in the United States. The NRI provides scientific data that is used in the 

development of agricultural and conservation policies and programs, and contributes to being 

able to measure the effectiveness of such policies over time. 

The National Soils Information System, which provides practical applications of soils data for 

many audiences, is delivered to more than 12,000 individual customers per day. Countries 

around the world view the National Soil Survey Program as the world standard and have used it 

as a model for their own soil assessment efforts. 

The Snow Survey and Water Supply Forecasts provide reliable, accurate and timely forecasts of 

surface water supply to water managers and water users in the West. This data is used to support 

the agriculture industry and a host of other industries including power companies, municipal and 
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industrial water supply managers, reservoir management, fish and wildlife management, urban 

development, flood control, and others. NRCS's water supply data are more important than ever 

in this time of highly variable precipitation and changing climate patterns. 

These services will become more valuable as we seek to address sustainable food production for 

the world's growing population. In addition to these information resources, our most essential 

technical assistance component is our capable technical field staff who are helping our farmers, 

ranchers, nonindustrial private forest landowners, and others. It is in the field where we are 

going to address the natural resource challenges now and into the future. 

Conclusion 

The President's Budget enables NRCS to continue fulfilling its historic commitment to providing 

assistance to farmers, ranchers and forest landowners. We will continue to work to find solutions 

that allow us to provide efficient, effective service to all our customers. This budget was 

developed with the understanding that if we address the resource needs for the NRCS mission, in 

the coming years our conservation programs, expertise, and research will be equipped to 

confront new challenges such as climate change, managing conservation activities while 

maximizing food production, and loss of open space. And, as we explore new opportunities for 

protecting our environment while creating wealth in rural communities, our conservation efforts 

will make a real difference in the health and prosperity of the Nation. NRCS employees have 

stepped up time and time again to manage key programs in an effective manner and we will 

continue to do so. 

I thank Members of the Subcommittee for the opportunity to appear, and would be happy to 

respond to any questions. 
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Deputy l1mler Secretary of Agriculture 

Ann Mills 

Ann Mills was named USDA Deputy Under Secretary for Natural Resources and Environment 
on July 6, 2009. In this position, Mills has responsibility for the Natural Resources Conservation 

Service (NRCS), the federal agency with primary responsibility for working with private 
landowners in conserving, maintaining and improving their natural resources. 

Mills brings to USDA a diverse set of skills and experience from both the government and non

profit sectors. Most recently, as a senior executive at American Rivers, Mills directed day-to
day operations, led the expansion of regional offices and directed a team of senior policy staff. 
Mills also has experience working on Capitol Hill, having directed the Senate office of Senate 
Democratic Leader Tom Daschle and as a legislative assistant to then-Congressman Richard 
Durbin. She also served as Chief of Staff to California L1. Governor Leo McCarthy. 

Mills holds a Masters Degree from the Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs at The 

University of Texas at Austin, and a BA in Political Science from Tufts University. She currently 

resides in Silver Spring, MD. 
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Statement of Jason Weller, Acting Chief 

Before the Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Development, 

Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss our fiscal 

year (FY) 2014 budget request for the Natural Resources Conservation Scrvicc (NRCS). 

appreciate the ongoing support of the Chairman and Members of this Subcommittee for 

voluntary, private lands conservation and the improvement of our soil, water, and other natural 

resources. Before providing the Subcommittee details of the proposed FY 2014 NRCS budget, I 

would like to share information about our recent activities. 

Our Conservation Technical Assistance (CTA) Program is the backbone of the Agency's 

conservation delivery system. Many customers begin their relationship with NRCS through 

requests for technical assistance that later evolve into conservation plans that may include 

financial assistance through one of the Farm Bill programs. In FY 2012, NRCS provided 

technical assistance to over 716,000 customers and comprehensive CTA-funded planning 

assistance to over 135,000 customers to address natural resource objectives on over 37 million 

acres of farm and forest land. To give you a picture of the scope of conservation delivery 

through the CTA Program I would like to highlight a few of our FY 2012 accomplishments. The 

CT A Program assisted producers to address a number of resource concerns, including 

conservation measures applied on: 

• 24 million acres to improve water quality; 

• 17 million acres to improve grazing and forest land; 

• 9 million acres to improve wildlife habitat; 

• 9 million acres to improve soil quality; and 
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• Over 742,000 acres to improve water use efficiency, reduce groundwater withdrawals and 

surface runoff, while reducing costs to the producer. 

NRCS field staff work with over 8,100 State agencies and local partners to deliver conservation 

technical and financial assistance. In FY 2012, these non-Federal partners contributed an 

estimated $100 million of in-kind goods and services along with over $165 million in financial 

assistance toward addressing local resource concerns that support our goal to "Get Conservation 

on the Ground." Other program highlights include: 

• Enrolling a cumulative total of over 50 million acres in the Conservation Stewardship 

Program (CSP) with signups being held in FY 2009 through FY 2012. This program is 

aimed at producers who are already established conservation stewards. It helps them deliver 

multiple conservation benefits on working lands, including improved water and soil quality 

and enhanced wildlife habitat. CSP is now one of the Nation's largest private lands 

conservation program. 

• Celebrating 20 years of successful wetland restoration and protection through the Wetlands 

Reserve Program (WRP). Nationwide, NRCS has enrolled over 14,000 projects on 2.6 

million acres in WRP. 

Maximizing environmental benefits on lands enrolled in the Environmental Quality 

Incentives Program (EQIP). For example, from FY 2009 through FY 2012, EQIP has 

prevented over 115 million pounds of nitrogen on cropland from entering our waterways 

contracted for nutrient management on over 12,000 square miles (approximately the size of 

the state of Maryland) of land and saved 6.2 million tons of soil on cropland (enough to fill 

the Empire State Building 4.5 times). 

• Creating and enhancing wildlife habitat on 600,000 acres enrolled in the Wildlife Habitat 

Incentive Program. 

• Making over $27 million in financial assistance available to farmers and ranchers in 22 states 

for drought mitigation. Participating producers are implementing conservation practices to 
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mitigate the effects of drought on over 1 million acres of cropland, grazing land, pastureland, 

and forested land. Livestock producers are using financial assistance to implement 

conservation practices such as pasture and hay-land plantings, usc exclusion, prescribed 

grazing, and watering facilities. 

Through key strategic management decisions related to agency and program administration, 

NRCS staff and partners remain positioned to assist producers to address their conservation 

needs on farms and forest lands across the country. As we look to become more efficient, we 

must remain flexible and maintain our ability to address emerging natural resource issues, which 

has been a hallmark ofNRCS. 

Improved Services 

In anticipation of reduced future budgets, NRCS has taken actions to ensure we are able to 

continue our mission of "helping people help the land." We have been able to manage our 

workforce and programs without resorting to furloughs or other actions that would negatively 

impact customer service and our conservation professionals by taking the following measures: 

Imposed a hiring freeze, saving us approximately $33 million in projected FY 2013 staffing 

costs and positioning the agency for strategic hiring decisions; 

• Invested in quality video communication equipment in order to lower travel costs. The result 

was $22.5 million in avoided travel and other related costs; 

• Improved IT contracting practices resulting in cost avoidance of$19.4 million from 2009 to 

2013 and decommissioned software applications and implemented operation and 

maintenance efficiencies; and 

• Reduced vehicle fleet by over 11 percent between FY 2010 and FY 2012 and reduced 

operating costs by 12 percent. This avoids $2.2 million in vehicle operation and maintenance 

costs. 

We will manage our staffing levels strategically in FY 2013 to increase organizational 

effectiveness and operational efficiencies. Specifically, we are: 

• Improving organizational structure and accountability. Since the summer of2012, we 

imposed a hiring freeze on administrative occupational series, such as human resources, 
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financial management, and contracting positions, as we evaluate our organizational structure 

and assess alternatives to improve efficiency and accountability. Our goal is to restructure 

the delivery of our administrative services to enable each employee to service a larger 

customer base. 

• Engaging partners. We are working with partners through a locally led process to identify 

ways to increase organizational effectiveness and operational efliciencies within our 

partnerships. We call this our "Field Office of the Future" project. 

• Managing staff with an eye on the customer. State Conservationists are evaluating their State 

operations to maximize the amount of time staff spend providing technical assistance to the 

nation's farmers, ranchers, and non-industrial private forest landowners. 

Streamlining Technical Capacity 

NRCS is taking a number of actions to improve the efficiency of our technical delivery. As part 

of USDA's Blueprint for Stronger Service and NRCS 's ongoing reorganization of its Soil Survey 

Division, in FY 2012 NRCS closed 24 Soil Survey offices. NRCS is evaluating alternatives to 

improve the management of our Soil Survey Operations, Plant Materials Centers (PMCs), and 

Snowpack Telemetry (SNOTEL) weather stations to better manage discretionary funding. 

NRCS will be challenged to continue the technical services offered through these organizational 

units that provide resource information necessary for a thriving agriculture sector as well as other 

sectors of our rural economies. Our Soil Survey offices provide data for our National Soils 

Information System that provides practical applications and use of soils for many audiences, 

including farmers, ranchers, municipalities and developers. Our PMCs have generated extensive 

technical information on the selection, use, establishment, and management of conservation 

plants. This information forms the backbone of vegetative recommendations found in the NRCS 

Field Office Technical Guide, used by NRCS and partners for conservation planning. Our 

SNOTEL stations provide a reliable and cost effective means of collecting snowpack and other 

weather data needed to produce water supply forecasts used by water managers in the west from 

irrigators to municipalities. 

We will continue to use the Conservation Effects Assessment Project (CEAP) to make decisions 

that maximize the efficiency of our program resources. CEAP was established nearly 10 years 
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ago with a purpose to provide quantitative, science-based estimates of the effects of conservation 

practices on the condition of the Nation's natural resource base and environment, and to help 

guide future agency conservation investments for maximum environmental results. 

CEAP provides data, information, and analytical capacity to better inform conservation policy, 

program design and implementation, conservation program performance estimates, and the 

development and transfer of conservation technology. CEAP's three overarching findings are 

first, the critical need for multi-resource planning at the landscape scale; second, the importance 

of adopting a conservation systems approach and targeting limited funding resourees to high 

value locations; and third, farmers and ranchers have made great strides with conservation 

activities, but more work is needed. 

My last example relates to NRCS improvement efforts with the Technical Service Provider 

(TSP) Certification Program through an accelerated training and certification effort. There has 

been an increase in the number of certified TSPs from 1,275 in FY 2010 to 2,079 thus far in FY 

2013. More TSPs have enabled NRCS to reduce the administrative burden on our State offices. 

We are also ensuring nationwide consistency in the program as our national office now conducts 

TSP certification reviews. 

Increased Leveraging 

NRCS has a long history ofpartnering with private landowners, conservation groups, State and 

local governments, and others to leverage our financial and staff resources to better deliver 

conservation services. Private landowners generally provide half of the cost of conservation 

implementation. Those who utilize the CTA program, without contributions from Farm Bill 

programs, will generally provide 100 percent of the costs for implementing any recommended 

practices in CTA -funded conservation plan unless another organization or agency covers a 

portion of the cost. 

Ultimately, these partnerships enable NRCS to stretch our dollars further and address our 

customers' needs more quickly. For example, NRCS and the National Fish and Wildlife 

Foundation (NFWF) initiated the collaborative Conservation Partners Program in FY 2011. 
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Since then, this partnership has leveraged an initial $10.3 million taxpayer investment in 20 II 

into $40.5 million for on-the-ground conservation efforts throughout the United States. Using a 

competitive grant-matching program that leverages private funds, the Conservation Partners 

Program will accelerate service to more than 4,200 farmers and ranchers to restore or protect 

1.2 million acres in areas that have vulnerable species and habitat or other conservation concerns. 

NRCS has renewed the partnership for FY 2013. In March, 2013, NFWF made nearly 

$4.6 million available for leveraging through a competitive process. 

In FY 2011, NRCS committed $20 million in Farm Bill program funding to Strategic Watershed 

Action Teams, leveraging an additional $12.6 million in partner funds. Strategic Watershed 

Action Teams consist of technical spccialists delivering targeted assistance in support ofNRCS 

Farm Bill programs to address specific identificd needs in high-priority landscapes. NRCS and 

partner funding resulted in the development of93 agreements and commitments for more than 

450 staff years of non-federal support for NRCS conservation programs over a three-year period. 

This type of arrangement with supporting entities, a relatively recent innovation at NRCS, will 

be critical in the future as we look to continue providing quality service to our customers in a 

time of reduced budgets. 

Leveraging opportunitics are also found within our landscape conservation initiatives. These 

initiatives have enabled NRCS staff to work with producers and partners to accelerate 

implementation of conservation systems to address priority natural resource concerns such as 

water quality, wildlife habitat, and drought on a landscape scale while maintaining base level 

assistance through ongoing program efforts. Both the National Water Quality Initiative and the 

Illinois River Sub-Basin and Eucha-Spavinaw Lake Watershed Initiative have been associated 

with successful de-listings of impaired water bodies. 

Through our Working Lands for Wildlife Initiative, we have collaborated with the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service for producers to receive regulatory predictability under the Endangered Species 

Act to help species such as sage-grouse and lesser prairie-chicken. Producers install and 

maintain agreed upon conservation practices that benefit their lands and the species, and earn 

regulatory predictability for up to 30 ycars as they keep these measures in place. We have seen 

6 
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significant producer and partner support our Initiatives build on and reinforce partnerships to 

increase the reach and effectiveness of conservation efforts. A recent review of projects in the 

Mississippi River Basin Healthy Watersheds Initiative (MRBI) found an average of over nine 

partners per project helping to deliver conservation. Based on our latest science-based modeling, 

when compared to non-targeted approaches, the targeted approach we use through MRBI 

enhanced the per acre benefits by 1.7 times in reducing sediment loss, 1.4 times in reducing 

phosphorus loss, and 1.3 times in reducing nitrogen loss. Our Migratory Bird Habitat Initiative 

(MBHI) enabled us to develop habitat following the Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill on 470,000 

acres. Preliminary analysis from Mississippi State University indicates the initiative was a 

success. Research indicates nearly 2.8 times more waterfowl used the MBHI lands versus 

unmanaged wetlands and the initiative provided 36 percent of the total energy needed to support 

wintering duck populations in southern Louisiana during the initiative's first year. 

Financial Audit 

Since 2002, the conservation programs NRCS delivers have grown significantly. With this 

increased funding comes increased responsibility--we must ensure we have robust accounting 

and documentation procedures in place to protect taxpaycrs' investment in private lands 

conservation. 

Over the past several years, NRCS has made significant improvements in the areas of 

information technology, purchase and fleet cards, and financial obligations. However, work 

continues on othcr audit remediation issues. 

Audit findings for FY 2012 will be impacted by NRCS's May 1,2012, conversion from the 

USDA Foundation Financial Information Systcm (FFIS) to the Financial Management 

Modernization Initiative (FMMI) system. FMMI is an integrated real-time system providing 

improved functionality, accountability, internal controls, while streamlining financial processes. 

As a role-based application, access to the transactions and data provides for greater data 

integrity, reliability, and sharing across USDA. However, we have encountered new challenges 

in the system conversion. Our most recent audit results found that the conversion contributed to 
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the reporting of a new material weakness in general accounting operations as well as modifying 

the finding for reimbursable agreements from a significant deficiency to a material weakness. 

NRCS is implementing an audit remediation plan that focuses on threc key areas for 

improvcment: investing in financial management staff, streamlining financial processes and 

technology, and improving management and oversight controls. In FY 2013, NRCS plans to 

build upon these improvements by: 

Addressing critical financial management staffing shortages; 

• Enhancing existing and developing new financial training for headquarters and field staff; 

• Utilizing workforce planning technology to ensure the agency staffs appropriately; 

• Completing an internal analysis on consolidation activities; 

• Centralizing certain control activities through improved technology; 

• Developing key communications tools to improve financial guidance and ensure consistency; 

and 

• Conducting a comprehcnsive real propcrty inventory. 

Fiscal Year 2014 Budget 

The Prcsident's Budget proposes approximately $4 billion for NRCS conservation programs. 

The President's Budget is a reflection of the Administration's need to focus limited resources on 

critical conservation issues and to take responsible steps toward reducing the deficit. It reflects 

USDA's efforts to streamline, modernize, and better deliver conservation to our customers. 

The budget proposes to re-title the existing "Conservation Operations" account as the "Private 

Lands Conservation Operations" account and includes language that would consolidate in this 

account the discretionary and mandatory technical assistance funding necessary to support all 

private lands conservation. The language provided in the budget allows for funding adjustments 

in this account if additional need for Farm Bill technical assistance funding is demonstrated, 

subj ect to statutory authority. 

Mandatory Programs are funded at $3.0 billion, which represents a significant investment in 

conservation. Some of the mandatory programs were extended through 2014 by the 2012 

Appropriations Act, while others were extended through 2013 by the American Taxpayer Relief 
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Act. Final action on the pending Farm Bill may affect the funding levels included in the budget 

request. 

• The budget assumes decreased spending in the Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP), where the 

authority to enroll new acres only extends through 2013, and the Conservation Security 

Program, where authority to enroll new acres was terminated by the 2008 Farm Bill. 

• No changes are proposed from the authorized level for the Agricultural Water Enhancement 

Program and the Chesapeake Bay Watershed Program. 

• The budget does not change the authorized level for the Environmental Quality Incentives 

Program (EQIP), Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program (WHIP), Agricultural Management 

Assistance (AMA), or Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program (FRPP), but proposes 

temporary reductions in funding as follows: EQIP ($400 million reduction); WHIP ($40 

million reduction,); AMA ($5 million reduction); and FRPP ($50 million reduction). 

• The budget does not propose funding for the Healthy Forest Rescrve Program and Grassland 

Reserve Program. 

The budget includes the following proposed legislative changes: 

• User Fees for conservation planning technical assistance services. The proposal estimates 

the collection of$22 million in user fees. 

• Easement Programs. The budget proposes to consolidate the functions of the WRP, 

Grassland Reserve Program and FRPP. This proposal results in a $47 million decrease in FY 

2014, but provides a total 10 year cost of$2.4 billion. 

• Conservation Stewardship Program. The proposal would limit new enrollments to 

10,348,000 acres per year and result in total savings of $2 billion over 10 years. 

Conclusion 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the President's FY 2014 Budget includes a thoughtful balance of 

deficit reduction measures and sound investments in private lands conservation. It reflects our 

commitment to focus limited resources on critical conservation issues and to take responsible 

steps to streamline and modernize our operations while maximizing opportunities to get more 

conservation on the ground. I thank Members of the Subcommittee for the opportunity to appear, 

and would be happy to respond to any questions. 

9 
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FY2014 PROPOSED SAVINGS

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Ms. Mills. 
The President’s budget request proposes nearly $38 billion in 

savings—it will be over 10 years—from changes to mandatory farm 
programs. That includes the elimination of direct farm payments, 
savings from the crop insurance program, and a reduction in the 
acreage cap for the Conservation Reserve Program, and the reduc-
tion in the cap for the Conservation Stewardship Program. Could 
you walk us through these proposals a little bit and tell us more 
about them? 

Ms. MILLS. Sure. Actually, I would like to ask Chief Weller to get 
into the details of those, if I might, sir. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Okay. Speak into the microphone. It is sort of di-
rectional based. 

Mr. WELLER. Good afternoon, Chairman Aderholt, Ranking Mem-
ber Farr, members of the Committee. My name is Jason Weller. I 
am the Acting Chief of the Natural Resources Conservation Serv-
ice.

With respect to your question, so the proposals to the farm bill 
programs under the purview and administration of this agency, 
NRCS, that would include the Conservation Stewardship Program, 
as well as the easement programs, which includes the Wetlands 
Reserve Program, the Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program, 
the Grassland Reserve Program. 

First, starting with the Conservation Stewardship Program, the 
President’s budget proposes to reduce the overall annual enroll-
ment into the program. So under current law through fiscal year 
2014, that program is allowed to enroll upwards of 12.8 million 
acres, additional new acres every year into that program into 5- 
year stewardship contracts. And the President’s budget proposes 
reducing that down to about 10.3 million acres a year. So that ad-
ditional reduction in acreage enrollment then will provide savings 
over the 5- and 10-year budget picture, so reducing the baseline 
forecast for budget authority and outlays. 

On the easement programs, right now we have the three core 
easement programs that we administer, the Wetlands Reserve Pro-
gram, the Grasslands Reserve Program, the Farm and Ranch 
Lands Protection Program. The President’s budget proposes an 
alignment with both the Senate and last year’s version of its farm 
bill, but also in the House committee’s version of the farm bill, pro-
posed consolidating those three easement programs essentially into 
one conservation easement program. So the President concurs and 
agrees with that, thinks that is a good approach to go, and provides 
an annual funding amount of $500 million in total funding for the 
consolidated program. 

Regarding the CRP, that is a program that is administered by 
the Farm Service Agency. I cannot speak directly to the proposals 
regarding CRP. I guess I would defer to Mike Young or the Depart-
ment to the broader—but overall, under current law, the program 
is authorized to enroll up to a total ceiling of 32 million acres. And 
so the President’s Budget is proposing to lower that acreage cap 
limit, again, to generate overall budget baseline savings into the fu-
ture.
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Mr. ADERHOLT. What about the Environmental Quality Incentive 
Program and the Wetlands Reserve Program, what does the USDA 
have in mind as far as programmatic changes to the farm bill’s con-
servation programs that NRCS administers? 

Mr. WELLER. So under the 2014 budget, setting aside WRP for 
a second and just focussing on the Environmental Quality Incen-
tives Program, which is our main financial assistance program, it 
is where we enter into contracts with the producers to essentially 
share the cost of implementing conservation actions on our oper-
ations. The President’s Budget proposes a total savings in fiscal 
year 2014 of $400 million. So the program is authorized next fiscal 
year for a total funding level of $1.75 billion, and the President’s 
budget proposes a savings of $400 million, lowering that total au-
thorized level down to $1.35 billion. But there are no policy 
changes in terms of how that program would operate. It is a 1-year 
budgetary savings. 

Regarding the Wetlands Reserve Program, the authorization to 
enroll acres in that program actually expires this fiscal year, in fis-
cal year 2013. So the President is proposing to extend the author-
ization enrollment period in 2014 for the Wetlands Reserve Pro-
gram, but it is that consolidated easement programs approach, so 
it is essentially one main easement program, and will have a wet-
lands conservation easement component to it and then a working 
lands easement component to it. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Farr. 

WATER CONSERVATION

Mr. FARR. I have a couple of questions, but just a suggestion, 
more than anything else. The coastal area that I represent, both 
the Salinas Valley and Pajaro Valley, have big saltwater intrusion 
problems. They are getting all their water from the aquifers be-
cause we are not connected to the California water project and we 
live off our ground water. So when it stops raining, if we have do 
not stored it either in the ground or in some very limited coastal 
reservoirs, we do not have any water come August, September, Oc-
tober.

We want to keep the Pajaro Valley in agriculture, and so our 
growers have been very involved and we had some big Fortune 500 
companies. Driscoll’s berries, which are almost all the berries in 
the country, are grown there or grown by that company, and they 
want to be a good corporate leader and have created this thing 
called the water dialogue—the Pajaro Valley water dialogue. Kath-
leen Merrigan visited the project last year. The district conserva-
tionist has been great. You have Carlos Suarez there tomorrow vis-
iting this project. But what I would love to see, and I think we 
have a model because the dialogue is really involving the commu-
nity, it is also a community of a lot of, you know, low income farm-
workers and farmworker families, but it has got all the matrix for 
just the perfect combination of best management practices. 

So I would love to have you talk to Carlos after he has been 
there and talked to the group to see what more NRCS can do to 
help this. I think it could be a model for all over the country for 
water conservation and best management practices. They are in-
volving the community stakeholders, defining community issues, 
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developing social and economic community profiles, using census- 
building techniques, managing conflicts and understanding the na-
ture of communities and considering all the diversity of the com-
munity of what kinds of tools can be brought to bear. I think their 
goals are to develop an irrigation management technology that can 
be expanded to additional farms, performance incentives for 
groundwater nutrient management, aquifer recharge with con-
structed ponds in higher recharge areas, environmental infrastruc-
ture projects benefitting water supply and water quality, moni-
toring programs to document change in conditions over time, per-
mit coordination that assists in both project design and getting 
projects constructed, and education and outreach to industry and 
community about matrix of success. So I think it has got all the 
ingredients that you need, and I would hope that you might find 
ways in which NRCS can better help the community reach its 
goals.

Other than that, I just wanted to ask a question if I still—are 
we—is the clock working? Okay. You are keeping time there? 

Mr. ADERHOLT. I will let you know. 

SEQUESTRATION IMPACTS

Mr. FARR. I think in the bill that NRCS was the poster child for 
shrinking government, and I am really curious to understand how 
that shrinking government is going to affect the programs on the 
ground, both through sequestration and shrinking budgets, and 
particularly in the mandatory programs. 

Are there any programs where payments went out prior to se-
questration taking effect and then you will have to draw back? 
How are you going to handle that? And if payments have not gone 
out, how will you administer sequestration? And when will the pro-
gram participants be notified about sequestration impacts? 

Mr. WELLER. So, Mr. Farr, I would like to dig a little bit here, 
and excuse me if I get a little bit wonkish, into the sequestration 
numbers, but sometimes I cannot help it. As a former staff person 
of this Committee, I definitely appreciate your interest in under-
standing kind of the budget numbers behind sequestration. 

But first let me talk a little bit bigger picture, first addressing 
your first point on the Pajaro Valley and the Salinas Valley. I grew 
up just a little bit further north, actually in San Mateo County, so 
I am familiar with the region and actually the water quality and 
water resource challenges producers face in that area. I will abso-
lutely follow up with Carlos Suarez when I get back to the office 
after he has had a chance to visit with the community. 

Mr. FARR. Where in San Mateo? 
Mr. WELLER. Actually I grew up in San Mateo, just on the bay 

side. I spent a lot of time in Half Moon Bay and Santa Cruz and 
a little bit further south of there. 

But also, as you know, we have taken a very collaborative ap-
proach with the community in the Monterey Bay region overall in 
helping producers better manage their water resources and also the 
whole food safety and conservation interface, the co-management 
challenges that community faces. We have been working. I am sure 
you have been a great spokesperson and a leader on that. So we 
are very aware of the importance of a community-led and really a 
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collaborative approach to conservation, and I fully trust that Carlos 
and his team are going to continue in that. 

Ed Burton, when he was State Conservationist, was a real advo-
cate for that, and I think Carlos is going to be a fantastic State 
Con. So I think he is going serve you well. But I will definitely fol-
low up with him after he has had his meeting. 

Mr. FARR. All right. 
Mr. WELLER. Overall, big picture on how NRCS has addressed its 

budget constraints, under the leadership of former Chief White 
when he was the chief of NRCS, I really credit him, and his leader-
ship team saw the wind shift several years ago and realized that 
we are going to have to adjust to an era of more stringent budgets. 
And so there were some steps we started taking well in advance. 
It has not just been the last several months. It has actually been 
the last several years. We have been really focused on really some 
three core things, big picture. 

Number one, ensuring that our employees are customer oriented. 
So instead of having technical folks in field offices, in area offices 
doing clerical work and administrative staff, we wanted to get 
those agronomists and conservationists back out in the field actu-
ally facing their customers and engaging and actually doing con-
servation work. So it is really streamlining our internal adminis-
trative work to get our professionals back in the field. 

Number two, it is overall reducing our overhead costs, so really 
streamlining how we are spending money on equipment and IT in-
vestments. Vehicle fleet I know has been a historical question for 
you, and I sure look forward to talking a little bit further about 
that later on. So, overall, we have been taking a lot of proactive 
steps to try and address our overall budget constraints. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Nunnelee. 

CERTAINTY PROGRAMS

Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
NRCS has been a very important part of working in my State. 

I want to thank you for what you have done over the years. I have 
learned quickly in my term here, but even before that in my time 
in the statehouse that you are important, not just for us in our 
State but for our neighbors in surrounding States, and not just for 
this generation but for successive generations. 

I particularly appreciate your efforts to provide certainty to pro-
ducers. Just like you, I have regularly heard from producers that 
the potential for shifting regulatory requirements makes it difficult 
for them to plan their business operations. In your testimony you 
highlight, quote, ‘‘Farmers, ranchers, and forest managers have 
regulatory predictability and confidence that their conservation in-
vestments that they make on their lands today will not result in 
regulatory penalties and that they can help sustain their oper-
ations over the long term.’’ 

So I would just like you to elaborate for this Subcommittee on 
some of your efforts in that area. What practices have you imple-
mented to help provide that certainty? 

Ms. MILLS. Certainly, Congressman, and I would like to speak to 
the agricultural water quality certainty and then we can have Mr. 
Weller speak to the wildlife certainty program. But we see this as 
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a very promising new development that States are interested in 
putting together these certainty programs. We do recognize it as a 
State-led initiative, and it is critically important to have agricul-
tural voices at the table as these programs are being developed. 
But we have seen certainty programs in Michigan for some time 
now, we have seen programs recently developed in Virginia, in 
Maryland just last month. And we would be very interested in 
working with the State leadership in your State, sir, to explore de-
veloping a certainty program there. 

We think it is a win-win. It is a win for the farmers, it is a win 
for the resource, and it is a win for creating a new set of incentives 
for producers to invest in conservation at a time when, frankly, you 
know, we are seeing State and Federal budgets diminished. So we 
would be very interested in working with your office and with the 
leadership in your State, sir. 

Mr. WELLER. Sir, regarding the species side of certainty, we real-
ly are very excited about this new approach, and we feel it is al-
most a new paradigm for species conservation. So there are two ex-
amples in the west, but actually we have tried to build this model 
out nationally, which also include Longleaf Pine Forest Habitat in 
your State. 

And so the concept is simple. It’s that where there is a species, 
whether it is listed today or it is at risk so it is a candidate for 
listing on the Endangered Species Act, the idea here is that we 
work collaboratively with either a forest landowner or farmer or 
rancher. We come on their operation—invited, it is a voluntary ap-
proach—we do a conservation plan. We actually then have an array 
of approved conservation practices: Here is the suite of practices 
that will address not only your agronomic production needs, so you 
can grow food and fiber, but also then enhance the habitat needs 
for the critical habitat for the species. 

And what is really innovative here and very exciting is that for 
the first time you have the Federal Government, so the voluntary 
conservation agency is then working hand-in-hand with the regu-
latory entity. And what the Fish and Wildlife Service has said to 
those producers: As long as you are managing the operation accord-
ing to that conservation plan that NRCS has helped you prepare, 
for the next 30 years you have certainty that you are not going to 
be regulated. You essentially get an incidental take permit for that 
species. So you can keep ranching. You can keep harvesting timber. 
As long as you are managing the operation according to that con-
servation plan, you can sleep well at night and not worry about 
ESA.

And that right there, you have unlocked a collaborative approach 
to species conservation. Now you give someone an incentive to par-
ticipate and actually step up, and it is almost an insurance invest-
ment. So up front today you can make some investments in your 
operation, and over the long term you know it is not just this year 
and next year, but for several generations you are going to be okay. 
And that right there changes the whole paradigm in the approach 
for how we address species conservation. So we are very excited. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you. 
Mr. FARR. Shows you have to be a former staff member. 
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SEQUESTRATION IMPLEMENTATION

Mr. NUNNELEE. Yeah. 
Let me shift gears a little bit. It is my understanding that NRCS 

has been able to manage sequestration without resorting to fur-
loughs. Short of maybe hiring you as an consultant for the rest of 
the Federal Government, just explain to me how you have 
prioritized, how you have been able to accomplish implementation 
of sequestration without furloughs, and what do you look for when 
making those decisions? 

Mr. WELLER. And I apologize, Mr. Farr, for not getting directly 
to your question, so I will try and address both questions here. 

In terms of sequestration, actually there is only one real program 
that was impacted where payments have actually gone out, and 
that is actually a letter that I believe the Department has sub-
mitted to this Committee for your consideration on how to address 
sequestration, and that is the Conservation Security Program. But 
broadly speaking, across our other programs, yes, sequestration 
has hit all of our programs and accounts. 

And so, by taking some proactive steps up front, so first and fore-
most at the beginning of this fiscal year, well ahead of this cal-
endar year, we actually implemented a soft hiring freeze. So na-
tionally we have 400 to 500 vacancies that we have not funded that 
we are holding off on, and that has generated savings of upwards 
of $33 million in staffing costs, personnel costs that we are now not 
having to figure out how to cover. 

So when you have an 11,000-person organization, 500 FTEs, 
those positions will ultimately have an impact on service delivery, 
and that is why it is really critical for the remaining staff we have, 
you get them customer facing instead of just doing administrative 
clerical tasks, you streamline your business process and get people 
back to doing customer service as opposed to internal bureaucratic 
work.

But we have also installed some other technology several years 
ago. So, for example, video teleconferencing technology—it was ac-
tually in my written comments—where back in 2010 we invested 
in this to help reduce our travel costs. And so an upfront modest 
cost to install these VTC facilities around the country, we have 
now, over the last 3 fiscal years, we avoided upwards of $22 million 
in travel costs. Our travel spending has been reduced by $7 million 
just from last fiscal year, and we are looking to reduce another $7 
million this fiscal year. 

Our vehicle fleet. We have reduced our vehicle fleet already by 
12 percent, so we have avoided our operating costs in our vehicle 
fleet by upwards of $2.5 million from where we were 2 years ago. 

So you start adding these things up, and it is a proactive ap-
proach to better manage your business, that we actually have some 
room to be more efficient. So that is why at the end of the day we 
feel we will not have to furlough. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. I cannot tell you how refreshing it is to hear an 
agency come in here and say: We started planning for sequestra-
tion at the beginning of the fiscal year. As opposed to the long line 
of people that have testified before subcommittees on which I serve 
that said: We did not start planning until 2 days before because we 
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did not think sequestration was going to happen. So thank you for 
being good stewards of taxpayer dollars. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Mr. Nunnelee, for that question. And 
I think the whole Subcommittee agrees with your comments there. 

Ms. DeLauro. 
Ms. DELAURO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I would 

just say, if you have 400 positions vacant, that says to me that 
there are a whole bunch of things that are not getting done. And 
I would actually like to know what is not getting done before we 
all pat ourselves at the back for automatic indiscriminate cuts that 
affect various parts of the country and various people and what 
your mission is. 

But before I get to my question, first of all, I want to welcome 
you, Ms. Mills, and glad to see you here, and you, Mr. Young, glad 
to have you back again. But if I can just be proprietary for the mo-
ment, Mr. Chairman. Seeing Jason Weller in this position and 
hearing him being called Chief warms my heart. Chief Weller, I 
was fortunate, really fortunate to work with him when I chaired 
this Subcommittee, and I think already he has demonstrated the 
wealth of knowledge that he has about not just the, you know, 
macro parts of this mission, but also the microparts of it. And as 
he said to Mr. Farr, he was going to get a little bit wonkish about 
this, he knows every detail of this bill. 

And I also want to say we had the opportunity to work together 
on the farm bill in 2008, and magnificent, it charts, and I just have 
this one here, which we fought this battle comparing average an-
nual payments of food stamp recipients and the commodity support 
recipients. Fantastic chart. I think I may have to take a look at it 
again this time around, and I may give you a call, Chief Weller, 
on this. 

My last point is how is your—I think it was your daughter who 
was born during our time together. Doing well? 

Mr. WELLER. Ellie is doing very well. She is now 5. 
Ms. DELAURO. Oh, my God, all right. Thank you. Thanks very 

much. And let me get to the questions, because it does have to do 
with sequestration, because I made my point about 400 vacant po-
sitions.

SEQUESTRATION IMPACTS

But you talked about being prepared, you talked about the staff-
ing. What is of interest to me, because I think, unknown to most 
of my colleagues—and if you can, I would like you to be very spe-
cific. You have got programs and regions of the country that are 
going to be affected by sequestration. I think it is important for 
this Committee to know, to know what programs and what regions 
of the country are going to be affected. And I would be happy to 
have you both answer that now, and as well if there is further in-
formation, I would like to see a list. And you can get that to my 
office. Happy to sit down with you. I want to know what is going 
to happen. 

[The information from USDA follows:] 
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Impacts of Sequestration on NRCS Activities 

The NRCS-administered Farm Bill conservation programs include an 
array of financial assistance, stewardship, and easement programs. 
Collectively, these programs provide an array of assistance to 
farmers, ranchers and forest landowners to plan and install 
conservation measures on their operations to achieve their natural 
resource management goals and generate environmental benefits for 
the public. NRCS estimates that approximately 4,400 conservation 
program contracts will be foregone because of the funding 
reductions. Assuming an average of 2.5 participants and 729 acres 
per conservation contract, an estimated 11,000 participants and 3.2 
million acres will be affected in FY 2013. 

The sequestration will reduce the budget authority for Farm Bill 
Conservation programs by $171.2 million. In terms of environmental 
outcomes, the funding reduction will result in lost conservation 
opportunities and reduced natural resource benefits. NRCS estimates 
the sequestration from the NRCS-administered farm bill conservation 
programs will result in the following lost benefits on a national 
scale from the agency's landscape conservation initiatives: 

Benefits Lost National Chesapeake Mississippi Great 
Bay River Basin Lakes 
Initiative Initiative Basin 

Initiative 

Sediment loss 4,000,000 93,000 122,000 18,000 
prevention 
(tons) 
Nitrogen loss 70,000,000 14,000,000 2,300,000 335,000 
prevention 
(pounds) 
Phosphorus loss 12,000,000 204,800 379.000 55,700 
prevention 
(pounds) 
Carbon 137,500 2,000 3,900 575 
sequestration 
(tons) 

* The estimates above do not reflect actual monitored data, but have 
been imputed based on the expected reduction in conservation 
activities as a result of the decrease in financial and technical 
assistance available because of sequestration. 
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Reg~onal List Impacted by Sequester 

This table reflects r.he reduction from FY 2D12 to FY 2013 in financial assistance allocated to St.ates, 
which helps show effects o~ sequester reductions by St.ate/Re.gHm.The chal1ge IS not compLctf:lly attr .. buta 
to the sequester reduction, however, since thi.s also encompasses changes in the overall authorized level. 
Approximately $112.9 million of the change is attribuLablc to t.he sequester reduction. 

Natural Resources Conservation Service 
Finanancial Assistance Allocations 

IT 2013 
FA Allocation IT 2012 

(Net of FA 
Se~ester) Allocation Chang:e ChanSle 

Alabaf:1a 28.612,547 36,373,813 (8,261,266) ·22.40% 

_'\laska 7,455,222 9,962,409 (2,507,187) -25.17% 

Arizona .. 18,065,563 25,094,897 (7,029,334) ·28.01% 

Arkansas. 132,673,011 128,339,213 4,333,798 3.38% 

California. 122,175,390 170,430,783 (48,255,393) -28.31% 

Colorado 81,863,072 70,000,164 11,867,908 16,95% 

Connecticut. 10,485,364 13,286,071 (2,8oo,707) ·21.08% 

DeJ.aware. 13,530,455 13,390,476 139,979 1.05% 

Florida .. 85,196,257 110,975,792 (25,779,535) -23.23% 
62,029,493 76,594,542 (14,565,049) ·19.02% 

Island Area .. 11,527,976 11,42£.830 101,146 0.89% 

Idaho 42,157,284 44,060,640 (1,903,356) -432% 

Elinois. 41,243,824 46,054,144 (4,810,320) -10.44% 

:::ndiana 45,450,416 45,034,835 415581 092% 

tow<"1. 103,389,203 116,959,800 (13,070,597) -lU8% 

Kansas. 76,213,843 83,769,729 (7,555,886) -902% 

Kentucky. 28,407,965 33,803,541 (5,395,576) -1596% 

Louisiana. < 65,977,441 81,131,236 (15,154,795) -1868% 

Maine. 12,876,700 19,072,000 (6,195.300) -3248% 

Maryland. 26,943,000 27,299,824 (356,824) -1.31% 

Massachusetts. 11,126,428 18,446,891 (6,nO,463) ·3643% 

Michlqan 29,778,889 40,280,876 (10,501,987) ·26.07% 

Minnesota 111,759,520 124,007,061 (12,247,541) -9,88% 

M:.ssissippi. 67,245,773 71,436,311 (4,190,538) ·587% 

Missouri. 83,569,365 95,626,604 (12,057,239) ·12.61% 

Montana .. 61,626,033 65,137,823 (3,511,790) -5.39% 

Nebraska. 85,432,972 92,169,124 (6,736,152) -7.31% 

Nevada .. 29,392,291 21,770,186 7,622,105 3501% 

New Hampshire. 8,399,351 20,180,555 (11,781,204) -58.38% 

New Jersey 13,849,706 16,852,072 (3,002,366) -17.82% 
44,395,997 42,605,711 1,790,286 4.20"~ 

New York. 25,992,532 30,139,210 (4,146,678) -13.76% 
North Carolina 34,967,085 36,256,439 (1,289,354) ·3,56% 

North Dakota. 92,484,417 88,591,260 3,893,157 439";0 

Ohio 40,056,888 48,639,911 (8,583,023) -11-65% 
OklahO!'la 63,889,707 72,799,132 {8,910,425} ·12,24% 

Or€90n . 57,690546 69,616,798 (11,926,252) -17.13% 
Pennsylvan::'a 47,634,242 58,975,873 (ll,341,631) -19.23% 
Rhode Island .. 6,4%,281 10,206,304 (3,710,023) -36.35% 
South Carolina. 25,85<1,469 21.848,042 4,006,427 18.34% 
South Dakota, . 72,837,715 32,814,365 (9,976.650) ·12.05% 
Tennessee 41,575,713 40,781.223 794,490 1.95%. 

Texas. 133,391.677 139,102,066 (5,710,389) -4.11% 

"Jtah. 30,797,700 27,438,196 3,359,504 1224% 
7,988,378 11,284,607 (3,2%,229) ·29.21% 

32,444,424 34,968,456 (2,524,032) -7.22% 
46,534,775 44,444,832 2,089,943 4.70% 
17,496,513 16,844,331 652,182 387% 
53,097,171 48,042,249 5,054,922 10.52%' 

Wyoming. 43.114,934 44,334,066 (1,219,132) -2.75% 

Puerto Rico .. 4,303,037 5,170,895 (867,858) -16.78% 
Total 2,442,602,560 2,704,373,208 (261,770,648) -9.68% 
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Ms. DELAURO. This is not a free pass. You all know that and I 
know that. And where is it going to take its effect? So, please. 

Mr. WELLER. So, overall, between the sequestration—— 
Ms. DELAURO. If I can just say this to you. Secretary Vilsack, 

when he was here, he expected that there would be 15,000 pro-
ducers who would get conservation assistance as a result of seques-
tration.

Mr. FARR. Fewer, fewer. 
Ms. DELAURO. Fewer, fewer, I am sorry. Fewer producers would 

get the conservation. Thank you, Sam. 
Mr. WELLER. Absolutely, Ms. DeLauro. So overall sequestration 

and also the rescissions that were included in this year’s appropria-
tions act, you know, if you compare to where we were for a full 
year CR, reduced this agency’s budget by almost $250 million, $248 
million. So irrespective of, you know, the steps we tried to be 
proactive and to anticipate that and to ensure continuity of oper-
ations, it does not matter who you are, if you get cut $0.25 billion 
there will be an impact on service and on the mission. 

So as the Secretary has said, approximately 15,000 participants 
will not be able to participate this year. So looking at, for example, 
just the main Environmental Quality Incentives Program, our main 
financial assistance program, we already, last year, ended the year 
with a backlog. That means people who had applied because there 
just was not enough money nationally of $1.4 billion. 

So when you cut the Environmental Quality Incentives Program 
by an additional 70-plus million dollars, you know, that is just ex-
acerbating the competitiveness of that program, but also the reduc-
tion in conservation assistance we can provide, irrespective, you 
know, from Maine to Guam and from Alaska to Puerto Rico. It is 
just less assistance who can go out in the landscape. 

Ms. DELAURO. You have anything to add, Ms. Mills? 
Ms. MILLS. Yes. I would also say, you know, as these cuts are 

made it is also affecting the staffing, and it has an impact on our 
ability to bring in new biologists, new engineers and the kind of ex-
perts that we need to continue to provide these robust services that 
generations of farmers have relied on. That is part of the heart and 
soul of what NRCS provides. 

I also just wanted to note that in terms of the savings, NRCS has 
done a fabulous job of finding savings. The Secretary noted that as 
part of his Blueprint for Stronger Service, overall the Department 
has saved over $700 million, and I can assure you we are going to 
continue as a Department to look for additional savings so that we 
can buffet some of these cuts with additional streamlining that 
makes sense for the taxpayer and makes sense for not only the De-
partment, but for NRCS so that going forward we continue to be 
resilient.

Ms. DELAURO. I would just add that the EQIP program is one 
that I think is so well regarded around the country, and so many 
of the regions of the country and my community, et cetera, really 
take advantage of. And so much of the work that is done by NRCS 
is really bedrock for our farmers and ranchers, et cetera, and it is 
historical in so many instances, but necessary, including the project 
that Congressman Farr was talking about of how to try to deal 
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with these issues in terms of the biologists, the technical people 
that you are talking about, that that gets shortchanged. 

I would just repeat what I said because I am sure my time is al-
most up, that I would like a list, very much so want a list of the 
programs and the regions and of how much each of them are going 
to be cut back. 

Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. With that, as you can tell by the bells, and I 

know Chief Weller is familiar with those bells quite from his expe-
rience here, we do have a series of votes on. We have three votes. 
So we will do a recess for the votes. And when we come back, Mr. 
Rooney will be next up. Thank you. 

FY 2014 BUDGET REQUEST

Mr. ADERHOLT. Okay, we are back. So thank you for your pa-
tience with that. As I mentioned, those that are familiar with the 
way of the Hill, that is not unusual, especially when we are in 
votes. So that was certainly the case. 

As I mentioned in my opening remarks, the science-based, 
locally-led and voluntary approach to conservation on private 
farm-, ranch- and forestland is an incredible legacy to have arisen 
out of the terrible Dust Bowl years. All Americans have benefited 
from it. This legacy is one that is worth defending against the tend-
ency of government to regulate and apply one-size-fits-all national 
solutions.

Would you discuss with us, Under Secretary, the budget requests 
and how they are envisioned to maintain this legacy? 

Ms. MILLS. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Well, as I mentioned in my oral 
remarks, we are making strategic investments to ensure that we 
can continue to maintain the level of service to producers, and that 
we can continue to build on the tools that we have developed like 
the Conservation Effects Assessment Project to help us determine 
where our investments are best made. 

Needless to say, the cuts that we have experienced over the last 
several years have had an impact on our capacity to deliver the 
level of services and to meet the demand. As Chief Weller noted, 
we have a backlog. We are unable to meet the complete demand 
that producers would like to see from NRCS. And I think at the 
end of the day, we are making the best decisions we can to target 
our resources the most efficient way we can, to use tools like 
CEAP, to use additional tools that are helping us quantify and 
measure the effectiveness of these practices so that we can stretch 
our dollars further. 

But it continues to be a challenge to be able to reach all pro-
ducers around the country, and I cannot say that it is not difficult 
to be able to address the resource challenges, whether it is pro-
tecting wildlife habitat and threatened species or improving water 
quality. But we are making significant gains, and we are putting 
an increasing emphasis, sir, on measuring the effectiveness of our 
results. Landowners, producers want to see what the results are so 
they can manage their operations more efficiently, and we want to 
be able to help them do that. It makes them better able to stay 
ahead of regulation as well. 
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I would invite Chief Weller to make any other additional com-
ments, if that is appropriate. 

Mr. WELLER. So stepping back a little bit, and as you have ar-
ticulated really this agency’s history from since it’s dawning 75- 
plus years ago, its greatest strength is that locally led approach 
where you have the professionals, the men and women, 11,000 of 
us, who work out of our field offices across the countryside working 
in virtually every county in the country, all across the 50 States 
and Puerto Rico. And it is that locally led process that the budget 
actually is maintaining and supporting. 

So we are trying at the top level to streamline and ensure. We 
are pushing out all of our financial resources we can, but also our 
staff resources, those conservation professionals, to maintain that 
high level of service and that locally led approach, working out of 
those field offices, to help ensure that we are getting this conserva-
tion assistance, both the planning that the conservation budget 
supports, but then also the farm bill delivery. This conservation 
program is funded by the farm bill. So the budget supports that in-
tegral historic approach to how we approach private lands con-
servation.

CHALLENGES

Mr. ADERHOLT. What do you see as the biggest threat to the leg-
acy?

Mr. WELLER. Well, it is maintaining the flexibility. And so as we 
are trying to maintain that outward approach and that collabo-
rative approach in a very complex environment where you have 
regulatory challenges that producers are having to face, but also 
dynamic challenges, changes in agriculture, it is helping producers, 
giving them the best available, most up-to-date scientific and tech-
nical advice with their very dynamic and rapidly changing agro-
nomic industry. So whether you are in the organic industry, live-
stock production, dairy industry, row crop, it is just keeping up to 
date on the agronomics is very challenging. 

But also then with the multitude of programs that we are deliv-
ering, it is a very complex overall suite of programs. In part that 
is what this Congress has proposed streamlining, just the number 
of programs we are administering. So reducing, I guess, the com-
plexity in the service we are providing are two of the primary chal-
lenges we are facing. 

COLLABORATION WITH OTHER AGENCIES

Mr. ADERHOLT. In your work you have contact with numerous 
Federal agencies on land and conservation issues. Talk a little bit 
about how you defend NRCS and voluntary conservation. 

Mr. WELLER. With the other Federal agencies? We work very 
closely, obviously, with partners, such as the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Forest Service, Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, a lot of it from the field all the way 
up to Deputy Under Secretary Ann Mills’ level. Actually a lot of it 
is education and really helping them understand the value of the 
collaborative approach. So a lot of these other entities have a very 
strong regulatory approach and more sort of a national perspective 
on how to approach, whether it is water quality or air quality. 
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So it is a lot of time and energy invested in just trying to educate 
the other Federal agencies on both the value and the efficacy of a 
voluntary, collaborative approach to achieving a shared goal, that 
being more productive agriculture, but then also cleaner water, and 
cleaner air and more abundant wildlife. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. My time has expired. 
Mr. Farr. 
Ms. Pingree. 
Ms. PINGREE. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
Thank you both very much for being here today. It has been very 

interesting to hear your testimony and how you are handling some 
of the challenges. 

SEASONAL HIGH TUNNEL PROGRAM

I want to start by talking about something very specific. I am 
very interested in seasonal high tunnels. When you launched the 
Seasonal High Tunnel program in 2009, it was immediately pop-
ular in my home State of Maine. I think in the first year we had 
19 contracts from almost every county in Maine that were signed 
up to build high tunnels. It has been a great thing for us. Being 
a cool-weather State, obviously it extends the growing season. It 
makes it possible for people to both have a longer season to grow 
in and enhance the amount of produce they are able to produce. 

I do not have NRCS high tunnels, but on my own farm we have 
high tunnels, and we already have had things growing in there for 
a long time and are able to keep things going all winter. So I know 
firsthand how important they are. 

But I just want to ask a little bit of specific background about 
this. As I said, it offers great economic opportunities for small 
farmers, and we would like to see more about it. So I am interested 
in hearing some more about some of the success that you have had 
in the few years, what else could we be doing to support the pro-
gram more. In the budget request you mention that the demand is 
outpacing the funding. Is there a backlog? How long are farmers 
waiting for this? By how much is the demand outpacing the fund-
ing? And I have got one side question, if those are not enough for 
you.

The one thing I do occasionally hear from farmers, because no-
body is ever happy with a program that they do not have a few con-
cerns about the program, usually it is just that there is not enough 
of it, but I also understand that there is a distinction that says 
farmers are prohibited from using any heating or ventilation ele-
ments in the high tunnels. So I am just curious about where that 
regulation came from, why, what that specific prohibition is. But, 
anyway, I generally am, as you can see, very interested in the pro-
gram.

Mr. WELLER. So we initially launched the high tunnels, Seasonal 
High Tunnels, as a pilot approach, and it was at the time—it is 
now a permanent conservation practice standard, but initially it 
was an experimental standard. We just really test what are the ac-
tual conservation benefits from high tunnels. 

So what we found is that they actually—beyond extending the 
growing season and helping small, locally grown, organic producers 
extend their growing season, but also be able to get produce to 
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market, it also has water conservation benefits. So you can install 
micro-irrigation systems in there, so you are actually reducing the 
irrigation needs for those crops. Because you are using a lot of soil 
radiation, you are also then reducing energy, so it has energy con-
servation benefits. You have better pest management, so you are 
reducing your pesticide and herbicide uses. It has soil health bene-
fits and nutrient management benefits. So it really cuts across an 
array of resource concerns. 

So nationally over the last 3 years, I believe we have installed 
well over 7,000 high tunnels nationally. It is now virtually all 50 
States have high tunnels. So it is more than just now an experi-
mental practice standard; it really has exploded in all respects. 
And I think upwards of $40 million over the last several years have 
been invested into high tunnels across the countryside. 

And there are producers and examples of this. For example, in 
Alabama, one of the producers who has been very successful with 
this, his name is Al Hooker—or Al Hooks. And Mr. Hooks, we have 
been working with him for a long time, and this is a small, locally 
grown produce. We helped him install some high tunnels on his op-
eration, and he has been in collaboration—it is a small co-op—with 
three other farmers, and together, with improved irrigation sys-
tems in the high tunnels, they are now able to produce fresh, lo-
cally grown produce greens to local restaurants and to local gro-
cers, but also now he is selling directly to Walmart. So he is now 
able to, because he has an expanded growing season and also now 
the production is just so excellent, that now Wal-Mart is buying di-
rectly from this produce. 

So here is an example. It is not just locally grown; you have large 
multinational corporations in some instances actually now starting 
to work with producers. So we think it has been a really big suc-
cess.

In terms of the backlog, it is not just the high tunnels, it is actu-
ally nationally, and we have a backlog. This is in part, due to the 
dialogue we had a little earlier before the votes, on just the over-
subscription on EQIP, the Environmental Quality Incentives Pro-
gram, which is the program that funds this practice. 

And so when we are looking at a national level, at the end of the 
last year, we had a backlog of $1.4 billion. You know, we are hav-
ing demands for high tunnels. We have demands for organic assist-
ance. We have demands from dairymen to help with waste manage-
ment. We have requests from livestock producers to help them do 
prescribed grazing practices. Energy conservation, you name it, 
there is not a practice where there is not more demand than we 
actually have capacity to deliver that help. 

What may help in the future is currently what we are doing with 
high tunnels, we actually say up front we budget for it. We say, 
here we are going to invest X amount this fiscal year for high tun-
nels. I think next year what we are going to do is actually no 
longer do that. It is more of just open up the governor, so to speak, 
on practices and allow for folks that if demand—a lot of them basi-
cally compete, and if the demand at that local level, and again, in 
the case of Maine, Maine decides through their public process, the 
State technical committee, that this is going to be a high priority 
for Maine, then NRCS, the State Conservationist, can work with 
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his partners and set aside an appropriate budget in his State for 
high tunnels. Again, instead of it being a top-down national man-
date or direction, it is going to be more of a locally led approach. 

Ms. PINGREE. I think I am out of time. If I have any more ques-
tions, I will save them. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Farr. 
Mr. FARR. For the record, I praised Mr. Weller for being a former 

staffer, and I forgot to praise Ms. Mills for being a former staffer, 
too. She was a staffer in California when I was a State legislator. 
She was a staffer to the lieutenant governor, and I was chair of the 
Economic Development and New Technologies Committee. And the 
lieutenant governor was doing a lot of really interesting economic 
development projects. 

We also have a common background of having lived in Colombia. 
So thank you for your former staff work, too, and present-day 

work.

VEHICLE FLEET

Mr. Weller, I understand that NRCS is involved in a pilot project 
to track the vehicles that the Department owns, and that you are 
going to complete that pilot program and evaluate it at the end of 
this month. My question is what have you learned from the data 
so far, is the information that you are gleaning from this pilot pro-
gram useful, and can it prove to be cost-effective for you and for 
other Federal agencies as well? 

Mr. WELLER. So, yes, we have had a year-long pilot, and this is 
on our vehicle fleet. And so the initial pilot over the past year, 
starting from this April going back to April of 2012, we installed 
around 1,700 of these GPS devices on our vehicle fleet in 7 dif-
ferent States. So California was one of the pilot States, but this in-
cludes six other States. We tried to get a wide diversity of different 
climates, size of the fleet, size of the State, so all across the coun-
tryside.

We actually still have not completely finished the pilot yet, it is 
through the end of this month, and so we are still working and 
doing the analysis on the data. To deploy this, at the end of the 
day, what we have done, though, to deploy the vehicle tracking sys-
tem across our whole fleet of around now 9,000 cars and trucks, it 
would cost upwards of $9 million. So we are trying to weigh this 
out, the pros and the cons, in terms of what does this help us do 
in terms of better manage our fleet versus what the upfront—just 
the investment will take. And then there is an ongoing operating 
license requirement, which will be multimillion dollars a year. 

So we are just trying to weigh out the pros and the cons. So we 
have not firmly landed on where we are going to go yet on the over-
all implementation, but what we have learned is that, frankly, we 
can do a better job of managing the fleet. And this is why we are 
moving to a different approach on our administrative operations 
side, starting to ask, instead of managing our business as 50 dif-
ferent independent business units—so California manages its cars 
and trucks, and its accounts, and its HR operations, and its con-
tracting operations just as a separate entity—we are starting to 
think, well, can we do this a little more strategically and have bet-
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ter management of our staff resources, in this case of our vehicle 
fleet?

And so what we learned through the pilot is that there is periods 
of the year, the seasonality of the work, that we can maybe per-
haps look and work with GSA, and when we lease our vehicles 
from them, instead of leasing a whole vehicle for a full 12 months, 
maybe—GSA is actually putting out a new leasing instrument 
where you can only—you lease a vehicle for a short-term lease. So 
maybe we need only lease cars and trucks during the spring and 
summer seasons when we are actually out in the field. We do not 
need to have cars and trucks sitting idle in the wintertime. That 
would save us a lot of money. 

So then you start thinking about vehicles as FTEs. Instead of 
having three cars and trucks for a full year, maybe you only need 
three cars and trucks for the summer for a few months, and that 
ends up being, in terms of a vehicle, only one vehicle. So it is 
about, again, stretching the dollar further. 

Mr. FARR. So the lessons learned here, I mean, could have in-
credible application for the entire Federal fleet, not just USDA’s 
fleet.

Mr. WELLER. I can only speak to our fleet, and to us, yes. What 
we are learning from that is we need to think about how do we uti-
lize that equipment and that vehicle fleet better so we can get— 
actually when we need the cars and trucks, they are available, but 
when we do not need them, perhaps look for other ways. 

Mr. FARR. And you can make a decision that would not nec-
essarily require that you have to go all the way to 9,000 total vehi-
cles, because you own the equipment now and those vehicles. Could 
you continue the pilot? 

Mr. WELLER. That would be an option just on the existing fleet, 
on the existing pilots, yes. So those devices are installed. 

Mr. FARR. So there is no cost to that. It is just the—— 
Mr. WELLER. It is the ongoing, it is the license then. From the 

private company that we work with, it is the payment of the data. 
We need to pay them to access the data they collect. 

Mr. FARR. Well, it seems to me you doing a lot of innovative 
things in the Department, and I think we are going to have lessons 
learned there that the Secretary brought to us that could have ap-
plication for other departments in the Federal Government. And I 
hope that this is one that you will continue, at least the pilot, to 
see if we could use it. 

Mr. WELLER. Yes, we are absolutely committed to improving, 
again, ongoing management from a national perspective. 

Mr. FARR. So when will you know what you are going to do with 
it?

Mr. WELLER. We are going to decide early May how to proceed 
with the pilot, whether to go with full implementation or not. 

Mr. FARR. But you have choices less than full implementation, 
too.

Mr. WELLER. Right. One, as you suggested, would be to continue 
with the current deployment just in the experimental vehicles. 

Mr. FARR. Well, I just think it is an interesting applied tech-
nology. I would be interested. Keep me posted. 

Mr. WELLER. Absolutely. Will do. 
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Mr. FARR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

FINANCIAL AUDIT

Mr. ADERHOLT. In November of 2012, the inspector general re-
ported on NRCS’s financial statements, noting that there continues 
to be a number of problems. NRCS’s outside auditor identified 
seven deficiencies. 

This Subcommittee has been concerned about NRCS’s financial 
management for several years. This is the fifth year that NRCS 
has received a disclaimer of opinion. 

Chief Weller, could you talk to us about the status of the NRCS’s 
work on its financial and accounting systems? 

Mr. WELLER. This absolutely has been a singular focus of my 
predecessor Chief White. It certainly is with Secretary Vilsack. I 
have had several direct conversations with him, and he has been 
abundantly clear with me, but also with my leadership staff, on the 
importance of this. They are taking it absolutely seriously, as do 
I.

This has been an ongoing question when I was both here within 
NRCS and outside of NRCS for many years in ensuring we make 
very solid progress and, at the end of the day, in the very near fu-
ture, we actually start to actually get qualified or even unqualified 
opinions on our budget and overall financial management. 

Mr. WELLER. So as you indicated, there are seven weaknesses. 
Five are material weaknesses and two of them are what they call 
significant deficiencies. All of that is a lot of accounting speak for 
we could do better, and we are taking this absolutely dead serious. 

So there are three main approaches—big picture—we are taking 
on improving our financial management. And number one is focus-
ing on the people. So first and foremost, I will be straight, I have 
talked to you about a hiring freeze or soft hiring freeze. We do not 
have enough financial management experts. We do not have 
enough accountants on staff to actually manage the complexity of 
our operations and our programs and our accounts as we should. 

So over the last 6 months we have actually brought on upwards 
of 13 or 14 additional accountants to our national accounting team 
to improve the accounting management from a national perspec-
tive. This is an instance, given the size of our budget and overall 
complexity of our operations, in the current distributed approach 
on how we manage our business. That needs to change. And so we 
need to just strengthen and bulwark the staffing. 

But also then it is ensuring very strong both training and ac-
countability on the management. 

And so as I mentioned with Mr. Farr, right now the way we are 
managed is we essentially have 52 different business units, so each 
State has the ability to write into our general ledger, and we have 
national headquarters and the Caribbean. So we have 52 different 
business units all with the ability to enter into our general ledger, 
which if you talk to our CFO is not good because he cannot at the 
end of the day control what goes in or off his general ledger. 

So the second main approach is that we are going to be standard-
izing our business. We are moving to a new business model. So 
first of all we moved to a new financial management system under 
the leadership of the Department and Acting Chief Financial Offi-
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cer Jon Holladay for USDA. We moved to the Federal Financial 
Management Modernization Initiative, FMMI is the acronym. This 
is a state-of-the-art new financial management system that im-
proves better accountability and internal controls so that we will 
have better oversight from a national perspective of where the dol-
lars are and how they are being used, but also then improve on 
overall accountability and reporting on our financial management. 

The longer term, and this is not something we can do imme-
diately, but we are moving towards a new business model, too, on 
our financial management. So at the end of the day we are going 
to align our budget and financial management staff, instead of hav-
ing 52 units, we are going to have one financial management unit. 
So this is not about taking away power, control absolutely from the 
States, because this is at the end of the day ensuring that when 
we allocate dollars to a State, that the State Conservationist can 
focus on the conservation and the program and the mission, but 
leave the accounting work and the contract work to the profes-
sionals, and that everything being from a standardized national ap-
proach as opposed to every State kind of doing it the best way they 
know how, but not always necessarily the way it should be done. 

And the third main approach is then to enhance our internal con-
trols and internal compliance. So instead of relying on OIG or ex-
ternal auditors, through KPMG is right now our external auditor 
that is doing the financial management audit, we need to have our 
own first and foremost Federal professionals who do internal con-
trols and compliance reviews and are working on OMB Circular A– 
123, which is the standard for ensuring internal compliance. 

So we have actually stood up our own internal compliance staff 
underneath our CFO and it is focusing on A–123 compliance. And 
we have actually gone a step further and actually now we have 
contracted with outside accounting firms who have the expertise to 
first of all review our current internal control environment, but 
then also help train our staff and to basically raise our game so 
that going forward we can take this responsibility on for ourselves. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. When do you anticipate a clean audit? 
Mr. WELLER. If you look historically, and my understanding 

with, like, the Forest Service, yeah, it took them 7 to 10 years from 
when they first had their first standalone audit to when they actu-
ally had a qualified opinion. We are now year 5 into that audit. I 
cannot promise you it is going to be this year. What my CFO tells 
me is that within the next 1 to 2 fiscal years we are actually within 
striking distance of getting a qualified opinion. 

So with this year’s audit we actually made very good forward 
progress, the biggest being on our financial obligations. That was 
actually reduced from a material weakness and it was downgraded. 
Basically we had demonstrated significant controls and improve-
ment on our ending balances that the auditors felt comfortable in 
actually downgrading that, saying we are on the right track. That 
is huge, because if we can maintain that, hopefully either this fis-
cal year or next fiscal year we could end the year with a balance 
that we can tie to which then sets us up for a qualified opinion the 
next fiscal year. So we are close. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Farr. 
Ms. Pingree. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INCENTIVES PROGRAM (EQIP)

Ms. PINGREE. I think that most of what I wanted to hear about 
today has been covered, but let me just go back to my favorite 
topic. So, A, I just want to say that again everything under the 
EQIP program, and you mentioned that, so to the extent we can 
enhance that, make it more available to people, I actually thought 
that your suggestion that there will be less restrictions on exactly 
what categories things go in could be very helpful in States where 
trends change. 

I wanted to put in a plug for the Organic Initiative Program. A 
lot of that has been already allocated to Maine where we have a 
very strong organic farming community that has been active and 
engaged and continues to grow. So anything else you want to say 
about the success of that program and what else we can do to en-
hance it I am interested to hear. 

And I just wanted to clarify before, you said the backlog on EQIP 
was $1.4 billion, is that correct? 

Mr. WELLER. Yes. 

SEASONAL HIGH TUNNEL PROGRAM

Ms. PINGREE. And the only other little technically nerdy question 
was, do you know why hoop tunnels cannot have ventilation or 
heating?

Mr. WELLER. Okay. In reverse order. So on that, these are sup-
posed to be temporarily structures and not permanent structures. 
And our view as an agency is once you start running electricity to 
it or you install ventilation equipment, it is now we are installing 
greenhouses. You are actually installing physical infrastructure 
that is permanent. And that is just, it is beyond then just a con-
servation practice, it is now shading into actually a production 
practice, into greenhouses. 

Ms. PINGREE. Got it. 
Mr. WELLER. That is not really the intent of EQIP. 
Ms. PINGREE. Okay. So anything else? 

ORGANIC INITIATIVE

Mr. WELLER. So on organics, we are again trying to provide serv-
ices to as diverse array of agriculture as possible. And, frankly, it 
is a little bit self-serving in the sense we are actually trying to ex-
pand our constituency. We want to have the maximum number of 
people benefiting from our service, but also requesting our service 
and demanding for assistance. 

And so we have made great inroads in the last several years with 
the organic industry, particularly as it has taken off, and we are 
focused both on folks who are already in organic production, how 
can we help them be even more efficient with their nutrient man-
agement, but also address their soil erosion concerns and water 
quality/water supply concerns. So we are helping them even be bet-
ter stewards of the resources. And then folks who are transitioning 
to organics, how can we then help them in that transition into an 
organic system. 

So over the last 3 years we have actually invested just through 
the organic initiative, which is a statutory requirement of EQIP, 
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$60 million into organic agriculture nationally. And actually some 
States, you look at the top 10 States in this, actually Alabama and 
Maine are two of the top 10 States for organic investments. And 
you have States where it is a little counterintuitive, like even Okla-
homa now we are getting a lot of demand for organic assistance in 
Oklahoma, and it is organic poultry production. 

So it is beyond just the mom-and-pop organic producers and it 
is now expanding both in size and scale, but also in terms of re-
gion. And so we are trying to innovate. And so we are partnering, 
we have innovation grants where we try and push ourselves, but 
also encourage innovation. So, for example, we have contracted 
with an external group to come in and review all 160-plus of our 
conservation standards and see across everything we do—how can 
we tailor it to make sure it works for organic agriculture. 

And so that has been a 3-year agreement. We are now approach-
ing the end of it and they are coming back with some excellent rec-
ommendations so that when an organic producer comes in the door 
we actually make sure that our practices, basically our tool chest 
will work for organic production. And they have had great rec-
ommendations we have been able to incorporate. 

We actually then have hired and worked with an NGO called Or-
egon Tilth, who is an organic production group, NGO in Oregon, 
and they are providing us an organic expert who is going out and 
actually doing training so that our field forces, our field folks in our 
field offices do not have to figure this out on their own. So actually 
she is conducting Statewide training around the country so that at 
the State level and at the local level, again when an organic pro-
ducer walks in the door, we have people who are comfortable and 
trained and actually can speak organic. 

Ms. PINGREE. Great. Well, thank you for your work. 
Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Farr. 

SEQUESTRATION IMPACTS

Mr. FARR. Just one last question. Following up on my earlier 
questions on the farm bill conservation programs, are you looking 
at issuing demand letters or offsetting the fiscal year 2013 reduc-
tions against the potential fiscal year 2014 payments? Would you 
be allowed to offset the sequestration cuts against future pay-
ments? In case of the programs or authorities where the payments 
have not yet gone out in fiscal year 2013, are you looking at mak-
ing sequestration cuts/reductions on a program-by-program basis or 
will you look at making the cuts to each individual contract or 
easement holder payment? And if there are sequestration impacts, 
how will you be notifying participants of the actions that may need 
to be taken under the fiscal year 2013 sequestration order? 

Mr. WELLER. So I apologize, Mr. Farr, for not getting to your se-
questration questions earlier. So first and foremost demand letters. 
The one program that on sequestration got its—I guess the best 
analogy I can come up with, sort of—got its tail caught in the ma-
chinery here was the Conservation Security Program. And the rea-
son that is, is because those are 5- to 10-year contracts. This is the 
old CSP from the 2002 farm bill. So these are long-existing con-
tracts.
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Under law, as soon as practicable after the new fiscal year, so 
October 1, we have to make payments. So we made payments in 
early October to those long-term contract holders. We did not hold 
a new sign-up. These are folks who have been in for long term. We 
have paid out upwards of 95 percent of those contracts, and there 
are still a few left that the checks have not been cut yet and dis-
bursed.

So then when sequestration was triggered we had the Hobson’s 
choice: Do we go back out, and there are now 12,400 producers 
across the country we have to demand money back? Or for those 
folks that the payments have not gone out, do we take their money 
and leave everyone else whole? That is inequitable and it would 
have created a lot of administrative pain, a lot of confusion, and 
just, frankly a lot of rancor. 

And so what we actually have provided to the Subcommittee, I 
understand the Department submitted a request for your consider-
ation yesterday, is a proposal to use the Secretary’s interchange au-
thority where it would move $5.4 million from the Farm and Ranch 
Lands Protection Program, the easement program, to cover the 
gaps. There is still money we would sequester from the security 
program, but it is the money that we just cannot cover or else we 
are going to have to go out and basically demand money back. 

So it is $5 million from the Farm and Ranch Lands Protection 
Program to cover the balance out of the Security Program that we 
cannot currently pay for. We feel that is a more equitable ap-
proach. It will not impact Farm and Ranch Lands Protection own-
ers or current contract holders. This is budget authority. These are 
new dollars from new contracts. 

So in essence there is this choice. Well, it was a very difficult 
choice for us to make, but we think on balance it is basically a few 
fewer contracts, easements we will enter into, but it is a lot less 
pain and confusion and rancor, both for our customers, but also in-
ternally on just for our field staffs at the worst time of the year 
as we are trying to roll out into sign-ups and do field work. 

Across all the other programs, for example on the Stewardship 
Program, we intentionally did not hold a national sign-up for the 
Conservation Stewardship Program, in part anticipating sequestra-
tion. So now that sequestration has occurred we are going to pro-
ceed with a national sign-up. And no one’s payments are going to 
be reduced, it just means we are going to have a few fewer con-
tracts that we are going to be able to enroll. 

EQIP, Wildlife Habitat Incentives, Agricultural Management As-
sistance, you go down the list of our programs, we are not having 
to reduce anyone’s payments. Current contract holders will not be 
impacted. It just means we will have less money to enroll new peo-
ple in the program. 

Mr. FARR. Or they may not get re-enrolled. 
Mr. WELLER. Or they may not be re-enrolled, right. 
Mr. FARR. I have no further questions. 

PIGWEED

Mr. ADERHOLT. Anecdotally, there is more dirt being turned in 
the Cotton Belt than in the past 25 years. This is because of herbi-
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cide-resistant pigweed. It was found in Alabama in 2006 and has 
spread to 26 of our 67 counties in the State of Alabama. 

Three years ago NRCS began a pilot program with the assistance 
of land-grant universities to test a new conservation tillage system 
that would allow some tillage, combined with a heavy cover crop 
to control the pigweed. I believe NRCS has been working on a new 
conservation practice standard since that time. Of course, it would 
be a shame to lose 25 years of conservation tillage because of the 
weed.

What is the status of this new practice and when it will it be re-
leased?

Mr. WELLER. My understanding is actually the standard has 
been released. It is an interim standard akin to my conversation 
with Ms. Pingree earlier about the interim standard on the high 
tunnels.

An interim standard for us is essentially a pilot on a new ap-
proach. And we go out for 3 years and do field trials and tests, and 
then we bring it back into the garage, so to speak, put it on blocks, 
lift the hood, see how it worked, fine tune it and then roll it out 
as a permanent final standard. So that is what we are doing right 
now.

And it is really an integrated pest management, an IPM ap-
proach to pigweed, so to herbicide-resistant weeds, specifically to 
the pigweed in the southeast part of the country, Georgia and Ala-
bama and Mississippi. And so it is both the IPM side, which is 
looking at crop rotation and the diversity of crops, cover crops, se-
lective use of herbicides in cases where it can be helpful and bene-
ficial, conservation tillage. We do not want to lose 25 years of in-
vestments in good tillage practices, and that would therefore exac-
erbate soil erosion and soil loss. We do not want to lose that. 

So we are looking basically at an array of tools and practices to 
try and address the pigweed issue and still allow for good produc-
tion of cotton and other crops, but not lose ground on soil conserva-
tion.

Mr. ADERHOLT. So the pilot program you talked about was a suc-
cess?

Mr. WELLER. Yes. And so we have moved out now with this new 
interim standard, and that is now available to a field, and folks are 
starting to use that. But, yes, to my knowledge and my under-
standing it has been successful. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Okay. That is all I have. You do not have any-
thing else? 

Okay. Well, thank you all for being here and for joining us this 
afternoon, and we look forward to following with you as we proceed 
with these requests. And thank you for your service at the USDA. 
Thank you. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT 

QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
HOUSE AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE HEARING 

APRIL 24, 2013 

QUEST~O~S SURMIT7ED BY CHAIRYl,A!'1 R03ERT l\D£?HOLT 

ALLOCATIONS 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a c~art showing the final allocatio~ 
fiscal year 2012 and the estiRated allocation for 2013 [or 

conservation technical assistance a~d ti assistar:ce all 

discretionary and mandatory conservation programs managed by NRCS. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information ~ollows:] 
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CONSERVATION PROGRAMS ALLOCATIONS - TECHNICA,-,/FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 

Fiscal Year 2012 Actual (as of September 30, 2012) 
Source: Financial ~anagement Modernization Initiative (FMMI) -

Discretionary Program 
Financial Technical 

Assistance Assistance 

Conservation Technical Assistance - $7l9, 677,812 

Soil Survey - 79,930,135 

Snow Survey - 9,300,000 

Plant Materials Center - 9,400,000 

Emergency Watershed Protection, EWP (15 ) $31,165,501 7,957,859 

Emergency Watershed Protection, EWP (16 ) 6,267,159 1,303,765 

Emergency Watershed Protection, EWP (17 ) 
20,960,721 4,167,738 

Hurricanes 

Emergency Watershed Protection, EWP (62 ) 148,928,260 27,648,259 

Watershed Operations, WF-03 (Flood) 10,739,000 1,133,844 

Watershed Operations, WF-08 (Ops) 11,182,886 2,663,237 

Watershed Rehab, WR-84 (Rehab) 10,958,343 7,207,121 

SUBTOTAL 240,201,870 870,389, no 

Total 

$719,677,812 

79,930,135 

9,300,000 

9,400,000 

39,123,360 

7,570,924 

25,128,459 

176,576,519 

11,872,844 

3,846,123 

18,165,464 

1,110,591,640 
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Mandatory Program 
Financial Technical 

Total 
Assistance Assistance 

Agricultural Management Assistance Program 1,983,000 S17,000 2,500,000 
~- -

Agricultural Water Enhancement Program 47,990,339 11,862, SJ9 59,852,878 

Chesapeake Say Watershed Program 43,736,669 9,017,444 52,754,113 

Conservation Reserve Program - 102,114,405 102,114,405 

Conservation Security Program 176,662,710 20,400,000 197,062,710 

Conservation Stewardship Program 695,144,878 72,592,956 767,737,834 

Environmental Quality Incentives Program 1,016,791,418 381,412,986 1,398,204,324 

Farm & Ranch Lands Protection Program 110,603,494 6,862,472 147,465,966 

Grassland Reserve Program 59,963,327 6,625,883 66,589,210 

Healthy Forest Reserve Program, HFRP 9,632,851 1,683,88L\ 11,316,735 

Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program 34,640,942 13,74 ,451 48,386,393 

Wetlands Reserve Program 561,203,667 74,200,124 635,403,791 

SUBTOTAL 2, 88,353,295 701,035,7 ° 3,489,388,359 

GRAND TOTAL 3,028,555,165 1,571,424,834 4,599,979,999 
'-



534
CONSERVATION PROGRAMS ALLOCAT:ONS - TECHNlCAL/FlNANCIAL ASSISTANCE 

Fiscal Year 2013 Estimate (as of May 7, 2013) 
Source: Financial Management Modernization Initiative (f'MMI\ 

Discretionary Program 
Financial Technical 

AssisLance Assistance 

Conservation Technical Assistance - $454,296,878 

Soil Survey - 14,001,497 

Snow Survey - 1,927,59J 

Plant Materials CenLer - 8,254,500 

Emergency Watershed Protection, EWP (15) - -
Emergency Watershed Protection, EWP (16) -

Emergency Watershed Protection, EWP (17) -

-
Hurricanes 

Emergency Watershed ?rotection, EWP(62) - -

Watershed Operations, Wf'-03 (Flood) - -

Watershed Operations, Wf'-OB (Ops) -

Watershed Rehab, WR-84 (Rehab) - -

SUBTOTAL - 478,480,466 

Total 

$454,296,878 

14,001,497 

,927,591 

8,254,500 

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

478,480,466 

Note: Allocations for the Emergency Watershed Protection Program are pending complete review of damage 
estimates from the States and their requested support. 
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Mandatory Program 
Financial Technical 

Total 
Assistance Assistance 

Agricultural Ma~agement Assistance Program ;;01, 983, 000 $490,633 $2,473,633 

Agricultural Water Enha~cement Program 45,566,000 7,949,802 53,515,802 

Chesapeake Bay Watershed Program 37,980,333 5,818,016 43,798,349 

Conservation Reserve Program - 62,525,098 62,525,098 

Conservation Security Program 147,511,030 9,973,583 157,484,613 

Conservation Stewardship Program 671,799,534 57,798,066 729,597,600 

Environmental Quality Incentives Program 888,162,897 28 ,358,921 1,175,521,818 

Farm & Ranch Lands Protection Program 140,628,077 6,758,723 l47,386,800 

Grassland Reserve Program 41,739,066 4,549,120 46,288,186 

Healthy Forest Reserve Program, HFRP 7,808,780 1,404,493 9,213,273 

Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program 40,257,355 15,666,872 55,924,227 

Wetlands Reserve Program 426,975,268 58,737,124 485,712,392 

SUBTOTAL 2,450,411,340 519,030,451 2,969,441,791 

GRAND TO';:'AL 2,450,441,340 997,510,9l7 3,447,922,257 
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BY l\Lf,OC!,'] TONS 

fisca: year .7.013 

Response: ::ecord. 

~he intc~~atio~ follows:; 

Conservat ior: Tec.:1:--~.L~a 1 istance (C':'l\) -: oca : . .LO:l.S 

F'! 2C12 {as 30, .7.0] iJ.no 20:3 (iJ.S May 7f )013) 
Source: ,i naelcial Koderr! ?aLi Oel Tn i ,ia ,lve iF~:t~C:j 

I F,,?aneia] ! As~,stclnC0 
Teeb]ca] 
l'~ssls~:a;-tCP 

Financial 
Assl.stance 

Techr.ical I 
ASSl.st".r.ce I 

! 
1,laba"" $ 723,931 

l\laska 2,B50 77:1 ",850,770 2,985,324 

ArizOIlcl - i 6,"3 :,080 ":371,005 - 3, SO" 035 

8,964, 

25, ~52, :0 '", 902, no , - :6,255,358 

Celorado ",882, ) Jb! "f)6 115 10,589,8S8 

- 2,355,414: 2,iS5,4:' - 2,670,704 

,81",388 ,6',',182 - :,477,7'19 

"orida 8,591, '143 8, ~91, 443 7,791,8 7 3 

Georgod - 1l,J97,6.s~ ll,397,657 '1,983,03 i 

- a, 88' ,88,] 

Idaho - 8,302,278 8,307,276 !, 106, 14' 

I 
0,28' 

10, ?i'2, 741 

lewa - 22,516,93, 

i 6el7,",3 11,689,253 17,019,313 

KontLcky ,58 11," 5,58 :'C, :)56, 783 

lou" i ana 8,043,1;" 8,043 730 9,369,199 

4, C09, 1 4, '59, 

i 
J,64 ,?41 

i :-1Llryland 4,3'8,96: 4,329,961 3,'88, G55 

I 
3,P3,S]; 3,173 932 2,4'73,808 

S7, )23,93] 

2,988,324 ' 

5,804,1)35 

8, )64,65' 

16,255,352 

10,589,888 

" 70,754 

1,477,749 

7,791 879 

S, 98, ,031 

5,667,680 

7,106,] 4 7 

ie, 149,285 I 
10,??:1 )'1: 

22,326,954 i 

17,028,j]"] 

:0, :6,783 

9,362, ,199 

3,8,17,240 

" 38,OSS 

)~4-T3~sj 
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Nevada 

New Jersey 

New Mexlco 
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i 

-
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2,662,243 2,662,0'" 
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8,018,120 8,0!8,120 
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33,4"!, : 99 I 
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Financial 
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?;; 110 219, -; 10 

262 413 262,3 0 3 I 

JlB,636 318,636 

244,962 .'>14,962 

286, ]C, 086,;: 60 

2< ,091 2H,O':1 7 

:;30,8-"3'C ---2i9,8:lC 

241,9'13 '4J,973 

249,09'; 039,0" 1 
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F:;:lo:1c:,'ll 

Assls::a:lcc 
(2012) 

TecOn,ca J I Flnancial Tee:':,; Cd., I 
' Total Assl.stance ASslstance I To:..aJ 

I I 
~'~li~c~ce~,=oc~a------~--------4-~1~,9~'8,~;OO;;~~],~9228"~;O04--------+-----~3555~97~94----"3C5,979 

,30~ JG 1 2 ,326! 200,E6 

nO,067 270,96 

l, 98G, 80;) 1,980, SOC - 3':>8,38"1 3~8, 30, 

r,~'e7b=oa~'~ka--'------~------~--~1~,6~C~4,76~19'4--'~,,~60~-,76~l3~1 --'--'-'-~ 289,002 

],025,923 1,020,923 I 
::lew Hampsh 1 re 142,6C9 142,669 ,34: 178,34 i 

484,668 484,662 200,9 I 
New Nexico " 

C, " ,988 l, 147, 9811 232 914 n ,914 

I Nor th Carollna ,25 120 1,2' lOG 304,55' i 304,55' 

9C2 152 102,152 

78),980 '87., ?()C 239,244 239, '" 

OUaC079 272, " 272, '4 

~---------~--------4--~1,,5~96l,,~213~'-']-,S~976,~'3~-------4-----;J";-;)~,'~64}-~3~L~1,~)6-4, 

:!-, :2.:;, gO:) l,12, 30C 

648,9", 049,90G, '3 38~ 

Rhode T s land 1]4,68 114,682 164,449 I ; 64, ';49 : 

" 688, CO 204,268 204,268 

96.0,100 960,7CO - I 285,920 

Tpi:nessee 9el,C)" • 9n,04S 29),268 28-,268 

Te:'{dS 

806, ,iDO 8:.6,OOe -

r,1~-e~Tm~o~~t~------~--------+-'--~5~00~,,~O:~-+" ,05;xj"'" '92 118 l' 118 i 

r,'ii~Tg]-."ns------- --------'-+---x789y,-8,~ 8'.+----,3~99" 8=lS,cr+-7---+---~ "3~" 912+-~2~49~,~ 9 '1~2' 

;;asninow" l,OlC,eOi 1,:ICO, )00 14,483 274,103 

Puerto Rico 262,3ei 262, '3DO : 
i I 

186, C20 186,82C 

i 
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Soucee: ,'i:1d:1cia! ~a;1aqerr,e:1C Modor;)i7al ;0:1 In j t i ac i ve i"~~E) I F, caoceal Teonn,cd: I Flnaoe],,: ','eohoic,,: ! 
ASslstar.ce Totd 1 Ass ;.Slancc ASsIstance 'Total 

I 
Alo,," .. $;06,08: $506,08 .. $160,610 $163,6/0 

Aciccna .. 146,160 I 146,160 .. ,'1,OLl 2 ,;-,2 

Cal: fm.n :.a " ,2l ,21 .. ,3"0 '1,30e 

Cc:ocactc .. 1,OaO,072 1, (150, 0-'3 .. :, na 371,330 

I 

:dahe ! 
.. 865,004 865,00,1 242, a60 242,a60 

! 
Montana .. 933,42: 999, '2; 368698 168, d8 

hevada .. CO' ,929 ,-0 ,n' ,000 35, (JOO 

New i-lexlco .. 14 ,5" 1]:,553 i 3 ,93') 3 7 ,931 

Ooe30n :,200, '64 1,050, ?C4 279,761 2)9,7C 

~,,-ah .. ,023. "8 1, C2 568 .. 32' ,825 321,820 

~hli;g'toc .. 208, 134 ?CO, '14 4:0,300 4(',300 

Wy"'''"'''1 2(12,666 '02,666 33, n3 33,92;: 

"Q dcO Cen:e:, .. 2,63' 2S ,63,99 .. 

--:;:mAL .. 9, 3GO, GOO i 9,300, GOO 1, 02' ,391 1,9C7,591 

i Cali for;l1_d 
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I :~,:~a,nt'~~~,e Techn,ca I i Flr.<1!1Cldl lec'''''ca1 
ASslstar:ce 

! 
Asg.lstance 

St:at:e 
! I 

,-10, l da 
i 

-
186, 97~~ __ :::' 974 

- >;7 tOGO 34' JOU 

Ceecg'a ;:CJ'),OJO ' ,GOO 1 ,000 199; job 

Pan "c [, k,ds 'cea 4CC,OOO 3:le, coo - E', ICC I 311,10l) 

ldallO - 390,900 390,000 J' 5,289 395,666 

;:(ansas - 3Hl,e99 l60, ceo 3Cl,O" 32',4CO 

LOU1:3Vlf1a 310,00') 310, Gee JeC,CCO ' 110, ,);10 

, Mal vland - 521 346 521,346 4 3, eGO "3,00' I I 
"",O,gan - lOC, GeO re,eoc - 314,800 334,30e I 

i Mes",asapp' - 763,OeO 260" COO - 18 900 1 3S,oeO 

Me ,aourc 339 'ICC 339 'ICO - 3,76,100 326,500 

i r.:O.:ltana - 36:),C'lO 360, coe - ! 330, COO I 350,01)0 I 

Nevada. i )6" \14 165 114 -I 184 'CO 18'1,8eC 

i Kelt.' Je;-'38Y - ]6" cce 365,Oeo - 393, '00 59], ClOC·! 

! liew Mexico - 361., :JJ8 36 000 - '336,0"0 i 386,"'1:) 

i New 'ork - 324,604 i J24,6i4 - 3:10, Gee 320,OCO 

Noeth oakora 424,0,)0 404,000 -
i 

Oregon 309, J00 '3:'5,000 I c,' c, 

Texas - 943,300 9"',000 94'1, COo 9",,000 

---_ ... 
Wdchcogoco 329,20J 323, J"O - 133, JCe 133, JOO 

Wesl Jirgioia 280,000) 280,)2,0 - :78,90j in,SOO 

-
P:Jerc:-o Il:co - - 28, Dec 'n,oGe : 

i 
lifiO aod oonLO'5 

i 
516,612 515,612 , -

,COoAL 

i 
9, ,;''0, CCC 3, ,leo, coo - S, J54, SOJ 9,25';,5CO 
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"H,anCl,1 Teennlca' ";eeocB1 Tectc,lca; 

Tolal 

(2013) 

A~dsl(a lOG, eoc 70, S2 22C,82 

i 
Arlzona ~73, 3~G 'S,246 321 58, - -

Arkar:sas lS,BOO j,6"9 :::4,4"19 - -

i cae LEo,e ";, :4'; 6,3E 20,66C 

C010Cd00 726,8,12 130,36(l [is, C08 

345, leo ,L02,394 i 448,294 
- ~ 

Oeldwace 5, coe :., 000 ! - -

~da '11,250 28,250 69,800 - -

GCOC'lld 

I 
- 'J,OO:) S, ceo 

Hawa~ ~ ;:'8, ",' ICJ:) [70,232 -

~- 36, Zlie; 1 ,ooe 851, 20e - -

':::":1._:10':"5 4Ce, cee 85, coo 4SS,00C - i - -i 
'odidnd 1,292,486 '''1,880 1,491,066 --1 iowa ; i7, COO , l)82 12' ,003 I 

t;dnSilS - 8, COO S,OOO -~-'1 

Knou,eky , 2,%3,768 835,280 3, SOl, e," _ I 

I 

Lou"laca 40e,oec I 85, lCO ;as, eco - -

~-------------
45, ceo JcI, CO,] 5' lee i 

Marylad !CO, ceo 85,ll'lil 48],02il -

)t5 J, 765. 225 ]"',880 3,368, Ill] 

'I, CD COdC 5, CO~' , ceo - -

'" 0'<2"'52 5, cue 5, coo 

X,'" )"PP 1,55], se,9 i 30e,14C : J, 85:, )99 

! Mi ss"u; ) 37_:,734 3<1,i37; '14,606 

r-:or,tana 2,0]2,339 
"', J5 

2,476,52: - - -

KCbraska S, 0:='0 :;',008 

Nevada :',OJCJ 5,00)' 

New Hacastire 'lSil,255 101,3' 581,626 -
i 

i New Jersey - 5,01i 5, COO - -
L 
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r"n~"n:~~~::"e 'echnona' F","nca, cochn ccal 

,ow ~c"co 4;'6,338 ,34 ; 503,679 I ~ I 

>lew Yna ~ ,O,;c, 8,000 ! 

North Carol J '.d ~ I 5, ClCO 3,000 i ~ - , 
I 

Nor: tt iJakota 477,951 31,4:'2 30' 4:)9 i 

Ohio 18, SOO 3, eGC I :J,500 

I Okldho::\i1 3,000 i 5, JOO i ~ 

, Orcgo;, '6 ,0;)0 i 5, "6 -

peonsylvanca ICE,245 '29, ',00' 8 3, 4S 

:'\r,O(1o :s~cHld 346, 6~ 6 4;896 388, ::,~2 ~ - ~ 

sun, Cawlina 4CO, COO 83,000 485, CDC -

Soc,", Oahota ~ ':J, JO:) s,oeo ~ ~ ~ 

" 

Teo,ne "e 4,091,402 899,3:6 4,/90, "19 ~ 

Texas 91, ,003 9 ,003 ~ ~ 

:Jt.ah 4,93',n1 i 2,3:2 1:2 7, C4' ,623 
'~""3 I"~-- - -

; 

VE'~mont 80' ,617 204,180 ;,011 79' ~ -

V~ 1:'J: n i a - 3,OeO 3, ,);)0 ~ ~ 

OIasol'1g'oo 1,000, )00 CO; oeo ,2C,; ,000 - ~ 

1 \18" Vlrglfua 2,10' ;';6 243,00G -,3SC,06 , -

"",ccnsen 6, JOO '" cee ; 1. coo: -

WY0:>"inq 4%, :68 98. JOO 5)6,968 
! ~~ r-l:erto R:"CO'-"~" 5,000 5,oeQ ~ i ~ 

I 
TOTAl, 31, J 65,50; 1,g; ,"9 39,12 J, ]5'1 
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AF";i,,;;ca~:~"e Tectnical r Fhanoia Tecno_cal 

I ASslstance Total 

(2012) (?O13) 

CaJ ,fopna 675, no os ,466 828,296 - - -

Colocado - iO,I92 le,792 - -

fJawaii 2 ;, ,36 ';,3SG - -

Iowa 40el,OOO 88,000 30, COO -

Kontacky 3,00 '9 4" 304 3,914, C53 i - -
, 

'ccncgan 400, lU') 80,00'" 480,000 i -
I 

Mcoocfcea 400,O()o 80, e,K 'l8D,00G ! - -

! ~,asoan 400, 100 80,000 480, ceo i -
I I 

North DakoCa 400,000 80,000 48(;, CDC I -

I 
South D"koea " ;; 0 1 f 11 0 - -

Texos lJ,295 2,l, ;38 l6,133 - - -

-
rOTAL 6,26', :58 1,303, 16,:! 7, SCC, 92'1 I - ! I 

I : 
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As S 1 S La:)CC AsS i s tan~~c 

Flr.ancial 
Assistance 

a~d 20:3 (none reported) 
: er.s 

Fl nane: 1a 1 Tecr.ru cal 
,-__ -'sou::::'ce: StiJt·1S :-zeport .- ~)rogra::T. Yla!.1agcr Report (Apr} 1 3.':], 2Cl3} 

J,nann d 'eCon"Cd l 
J\S$lstance 

Stilte 

Alaba~,a $3,969,394 $ 193, 878 $4, '63,,'12 

Alaska 4 , ~ 1,8' 682,580 4,800,453 

hrizor:d. 863, esc 863,900 

Arkansas 1,6:8 978 ]l9, 387 1,938,260 .. 

I 
Cal 'forn;a In,59 38, '9, 171 

Colorado ,457 318 !)gO, ,;64 C,942 782 

Florj da 1,451,96) 190,716 1,14 i, 619 

Georqia 308,523 41,3J5 4 1, "8 

1 cdiar:a 121. 6,19 ,'0,193 lC,94,' 

Seotudy 996, ISO 285,100 1,28. ,852 -

Louisiar:a 739 sou :'80,000-- 933,500 

:-1aLne 20,880 20,000 

!Les 6:1.7" :::Oi) , 000 8ll, ,'I) 

~4nnesord S::H; 360 : 10, ."':71 644,634 

t148",3SiPP4 ',906,373 5",,228 2,"8,6d 

~- ll),4n,6]7 1,3',2,18? 33 765,399 -
i 
i NeDrd5ka. 43,559 27,; 68 85 7C7 -

:-lew Hdmpshire <3, 1:)0 15,V8 01,4'18 i 

New .Inrsey 99!J,339 '98, lliO :, '"3,239 i 

(2013\ 

-' 

- I 

I 
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I 
:tl n,'}nCla l Te~hnicill C', nane;sC Te-ctmical 

Ass .Lstance ASS2 stance Assist:ance Ass"Lstance ".:'otal 

Sc-ale (2012) (2013) (201] ; ( 2013) 

No\..; Yo:::.k 31,171,338 

i 
6,38:,830 ""37, 'n3, 168 · · 

.. _---::-

Ohic 1,:017, 72 2S2,924 -'-'0,696 · ! 
i 

O:<-=-at:oma 2,446,451 , "0,609 3,006,060 

I 
· 

Pennsylvania 6, OS2, 3: 953, son 7,005,Sec · , 
I 

Rhode Island 3,604,409 l;C I S,ooe 4,6"19,409 · , · i -
I , , 

Tennessee 831,13'1 1<8,229 979,366 · 

~. 

4,174,34'; 991 340 5,0",,687 · i · I 
aCeh 43,640,667 !, ,89,06':1 OL, 429, 712 I · 

Vcrrr.O:1L ],543,556 732,43 4,275,993 · · 

Waslu:lgton 75, GOO 75,000 · 

1,463,474 300 000 L763,474 · · · 

';:'OTAL 148,928,260 27,648,259 176,576,5: '3 · 

!'\ote: A:Lloca t ior:.s for tile :':merqency yvate::sr:ed Protec::: i on ?rogram arc peLdlng 

complete 
sc.ppor~. 

at damage f~on the States and their requested 

Watershed & Flood ?rovention (WF-03) Allocations 
FY 7012 and FY (no~e reporced) 

Source: ~anager 

State 

Socrce: 

State 

Alaskd 

ASS_Lstance 

\.2012} 

$10,139,000 

Techn,:,.cal 

ASSlstdnCe 

10,739,000 1, 

(2013 \ Total (2013) 

?revention (Wf-J8) Al~ocatic~s 
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EaWd ii 

Iowa 

Kcll'lsas 

Kentucky 

i 
:-lassachuse'.::ts 

M~rlr1eso'.::a 

r:-1issouri 

Nebraska 

Oklahoma 

Pennsylva.nia 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Wash::t.nqton 

West V:rqinlO 

'HQ d~d Cen'ers 

COTAL 

Flnancial Techtl i.Cd! L: r:anci.al ;€'chn ica 1 

p,ssistance Assistance Total Ass LstanCQ }\ssislance 

(2012) 

293,767 29J,767 -

174,000 ~ 74, COO -

12 600 ~, 300 '-3; 9CO 

87 r 000 ,. ,908 114,908 

L 62 000 '62, l)OO -
i 

4"/0,000 47,000 sn,ooo -

5,084,271 50,000 ! 5,13',2 7 1 ! 

- 105,672 105,672 -

25, ROO 3,000 28,800 

1.6),99l 86,000 253,991 -

790,OCO 94,000 084,330 - , 

~O, OCr) 427,504 447,324 

50,000 22, SOO i2,500 

2,999,7elO 67,4C" 3,06 i, 111 -

,"5 800 3':::3; 660 29l,860 

11,182,886 2,663, no 13,846, L?3 

Watershed Rehabilitatio~ (W~-84) Allocations 
FY 2012 a~d FY 2013 (none reported) 

-

-

-

- i 

I 
-

, 

Total 1 
i 

----::-

-

-

Source: Sla':us Reporr P;:ograrr: Manager Report (ADril 30, 2J13) 

State 

A1abana 

I Ar i zona 

Arkansas 

Colorado 

C:OTIClectlCU:: 

Clonda 

I Georgia 
I 

! 

F,"aocial Technical I I Fina~cial 7ecl1nica1 i 
Assis"Lance Assistance i AS~~s:~~ce AS~iS:il~,ce 70tal 

(20l2) (201:2;! : ,,,-Od, ,20.L3: (;;013) 

- $10,OJO $10, GCO 

"--~~~~--- '46,310 ~4 6,320 -

10,OeO 10,000 

5, COO 5,000 - , 

I 
10,000 10,000 - i 

- 5,000 5,000 - - -

- ',000 ~ I ~)OO ------::--

10, DO,:: 10, DOO - -

5,300 5,000 , 



548

Finson"i Technical Financ:o..al Technlcal 

Ass is ta.nce Assi.stance Total Assis:::d.:1ce .rl..ssistar:.ce Total 

(2012) (2013) (20; J) 

Idaho 5,000 3,000 - -

Illinois 5, COO 5 000 - , 

I I"dla:1a 10,000 i :0 000 

I 

I Iowa i5,000 
I 

is 000 -

I Kansas 16L 891 221. 508 I 383,492 - -

~y- 10,000 10 000 -

i 
Louisiana 

I 
5,000 : 5 000 -

Maine - S,OOO 
I 

5 000 
I I -

Ha:ryldnd - 5, 000 I 5 000 I - I - I 
I 

Massachusetts 825,650 3'7"1,210 
! 

1,202,860 I 

I I 
Mlchigan - S,OOO Sf JOG - -

Mlnnesota - 5,000 3, COO i - -

M1SS Ossipp" - 0 i 1~, 000 
I 

Mlssouri - 1:'),000 j 5, ooe - , 

Monta:10. - I 5,000 5,000 - i I 

Nebraska - 32] 832 Sn,832 i - 1 

Nevada 5,000 5, DOO -

New "ampshHs - S, JOO 5,000 

i 
New Jersey - :',000 5, 000 - , - -

Now Mox',co - " 756 5.7)6 

~~~- Y~~~~l:-'----'-~ 5,119 :-,119 

Noroll Carol in" - 10,OeO 10,000 - - -

Korth Dakota S90,592 300,8'10 1,191,46" -

Oh10 - 5,000 5,000 

Ok1 ahoma 1,]86,018 891,144 2,2.77,162 
-- - ---=-

Oregon 5,000 5, GOO 

ia 248,69 J 248, e97 - . --::-

SOLlth Cd-roli r:a 

I 
10, 000 10,000 - - -

South DiJkota 
I 

0;,000 5,000 
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I Finaocial Techn'.ca1 FloanOlal Technical 

i Ass:;,.sta:lce ASslstance Total 

(2012) 

Tennessee - 60,763 80, 763 -

Ie:{ciS 43.735 288,482 323,2l8 -

Utah :192,065 393 065 - -

Vemoet - S,OOG 5 000 

virginla 53,950 413,3rt 46; 191 

Washl.ngoce - 14,4 7 0 I :4 470 

West V~rq:inia - 466, ng 466, 79 - -

Wisconsin - , C33 5,000 I 
---::-

i I _. 
Wyoming - I 138,500 dS,500 - I 

I 
Pue:::'o Rico 5,000 5,000 

NBC! and Oente7o 7,597,501 2,4'!0 214 10,067,778 -

TOT"!, :0,958,343 ,20' Pi 18,165,464 

Agricultural Managel[,er:t Assist.anse (J'I.MJ\) Allocatio!ls 
FY 20l~ (as of Sepl.e:nb8~ 30, 2017) d:1d FY 2813 (as :--l2)Y 7, J) 

SO:.lrce: Iti!1ancial tviai1agemer; t "-'loderr:.ization Ini tiati 'Ie (~MM:;:) 

Flnancial :ecr..'llcal Flndf::ci a] Techn 1 Cd j 

ASslstar::ce l\ss1.s~ance ASo3lstance Assistar:.ce Total 

Sta~e (::012 ) 

Oonnect i cae S96,717 S17,394 $] 13, 6J 1 SIC::':, 8:]0 S9,385 $109,355 

De Laware 10/833 13, l87 84,020 7:,000 S,840 76,84J 

:?ac2..f::...c: l:slands 

Area 106,436 14,909 -~ 4 5 110, )0 '15, 76 !56 

KdLne 294,323 35, CO 329933 294 OCO 11,968 31 968 

Mary~and 79,318 23.8S9 ;03,'207 r-.. _ .... _·-s ,oeo 38,135 en [35 

"te l29,561 21,8JJ "',394 131,000 l ',929 148,929 

Nevdda 63,522 J 6, 0,10 70,562 67, COO 5,16 72,16' 

, New "ompshire 32,40 7 ',0,265 4:2,6lG 104,000 5,890 '!09,890 

New Jersey 25: 090 34,238 " 328 140,OCO 62, ;20 lU2 120 

l\ew York ~28,091 6G,480 l58. 571 15!,OOO 28,908 185,9:]8 

i Pennsyl van~a 16R,051 6',049 729. 100 168,000 ~2, 535 220,s]5 

i 

i 
Rhode IsLand 44,30 .. 6,234 50,541 21,OeO ;,303 22 303 
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Fi-nancia 1 

Ass.:i stance 

State (2012) 

Utah 1)S J6::, 

Vermont 81,088 

Wecc Vlegl nca :'28,090 

WyomIng 128,381 

N"Q and Centers 45,499 

1,983,000 

Tecr:nical 
ASslstcJnce 

36,4:;6 

33,480-

36,089 

50,404 

517 000 

Fu:ancia l 
Assistance 

211,98' :'6- COO 11,380 184,385 

114,568 98, COO 20,726 

164,179 116,000 1'1,946 ;53. 946 I 

178, t185 136,000 144,3·10 280,340 

- -

2,500,000 1,983,000 490,633 2,473,633 

Agricul.t.1...:.ral Water Er.hanceffient Program (]'I.WE?) J oeations 
FY 201.2 (as of Sep':ember 30, and FY 2C13 (as o[ May 7, 2013) 

Source: Fina'lcial Managenent ModcYT'.-LzaLLOn 'nitiat2..ve (Fl'-'lMT\ 
Financial Technl ca 

I\ssistance 
Sta::e (..2012) 

. .l.laba:r.a $957,007 $174,625 

Plrkansas 818,519 226,962 

California 12,354 981 2,139.72 

Colorado lS9,887 

FlnanClal 
70tal ASslstar:ce 

Sl,161,632 S 1,0;'5,?l 

LC4~,48l 855, G14 

11,216,345 

664. 71)5 I 

Techoreal 
Asslstance 

(2013) (2C;31 

$223,010 81,248,22' 

30;, lL 5 ',2G6 3C9 

1,641,962 12,858,307 

92,881 i 757,586 

; .?, 575 L;2,575 3lf' 765 114,765 ?lor ida 

~G~e'~'org~,,~a---·--i--~1~,3~376~,2=89-+---746~9~,~2'~'7~--,~,~8~G4~,~50)i6~--~1~,2~8~2~,5~271+-~7~Si~,,1~O)l·~---72',;03:3,62;' 

Tdano 5,621 115 696,919 6,318,034 

Illi.rwls 35,898 

:;:nCldna 1,53], E8 7 256,182 1,787,869 

Iowa 99,030 67,428 166,450 

:195, 

N.,chigan 2,614,615 2 OJ, 7Sj ?,-;]8,370 

Mir.nesotd 1,34 ,n6 

~7~1i·~S~Si70~'S~'~P~P~i----~--,~3,~4~9~8,~2~9~2-r--~3~9~3,~.1~02-r--~2,-89:,394 

1,1.1',801 ;:07,425 

Montand 90,263 ( 501, '76 

I Nebras%a ;,596,050 i L195,883 i 2,091,93-

I New Jersey 61,10 33,294 94,431 

':>3.305 81,889 

I New Yo" 380,388 69,2::'::' 449,643 

4,87 i, ] 58 i 
16, 314 

301,412 I 

431 ! 
1,295,141 

2,536,869 

.2 119,585 ( 

! 
857,251 

256,304 

>:1,891 i 
i 

63,476 339 '90 

98G,838 

']8,807 1 260,219 

363, 76 t 3, >40,607 

185,042 I 1,980,183 

259,591 ,816 46e 

4: 5,801 3,595,386 

158,631 1,015 882 

412,809 4, l20, 91:' 

58,948 315,252 

119,821 183,397 

81, 319 81,319 
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Total 

528,599 

2,050,94') 

6,83"1,426 

830,309 126,031 

104,665 

3, 

4'7,990,339 1l/852,~39 4~,:,6E:,OCO 7,949, 53, 802 

Chesapeake Bay Watershed Trlitiative (CBWI) AllocatJons 
FY 2012 (as of Sept.ember 30, 20~L2) and FY 2013 (as of Kay 7, 2013) 

Yloderni za t.~_on 

Total 

,n, 798, 349 
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Fi naneial 'Techni::al Finanelal Technical 

1\551 stance Assistance Total Assistance ASslstance Tot a':;' 

State (2012) (2012) (2013) (2013) ( 2013) 

ALdSkd .2,487 2,487 21 14'1 21 f :'47 

A1:KanSaS 560,302 560,302 570,674 000, C14 

! 
Cali 'ornla 354,923 3:)£1, 92 '3 69,926 69,926 ! 

I 

Colorado i.,882,lJ4 1,882 114 1,993,765 ',993,765 

-'--'-c~ 
Connect.icut - 15, geO 15,900 6,004 6,004 

De2-awarc )5 690 11),690 I 38,946 I 3tl,9':;6 

1 
Florida 296, 7~5 096,705 - 123 218 123,218 

Ge()rqia - 652,181 632,181 700,192 700,702 

Pacrflc 

Is Lanas i\rea 
189,483 189,483 34,339 

I 
34,339 

Idaho - 676,685 6'i6, 685 ! - 160,081 760,081 

! 11"nois 10,925,948 10,925,948 4,887,194 4,887 1'34 

lndiana 5,792,095 5,792,095 4,601 168 4,601,168 

, owa 5,688,168 S, 688,168 - 5,255 205 0,255,2051 

Kansas 4,1.79,180 4,179,180 4,667,301 4,66 301 

KenLue'y 2,061, 911 2,061,913 1,83:1,986 1,031,986 i 
Louisiana - 317,614 F7,614 387,406 387 406 

Malne 121,5'77 1/:'], j':J~-- - 82,758 82, 758 

","eyland 844,369 844,369 i - 653,711 603,7:1 

Mas ] 0, 08: 10,081 

)"cCigao - 642,885 642,88') - , 623,11 B i 623,118 

r-L nncsota 8 498,922 8,498,922 5,466,066 5,466,066 

Mississippi " 165,065 j, 765,065 I 1,553,019 i, :'53, 019 

MlSSO"Y} - 3 743,961 3,143,964 - 4, "36,596 ·1,736,896 

",cntana - 79,463 7"79,463 -I 768, }3G '168,730 

Nebraska 2,474,3;) 2 4'74,372 - 1,880,772 1,880,772 

"av,sda - 160 160 lOO lOC 

New Hampshire 141 141 - I 
I 

New Jersey t 9, 298 ll9,298 99,303 1 99,303 
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State 

New r.':ex LCo 

New York 

NOr-'::h 

North Dakota 

. OhiO 

i Hna"""al 
I Asslsr:ance 

i 

Techn~Cd: 

AsslstanC'2 

332,24, 332 ,4 
348,611 348,811 

596,069 596,069 i 

2,388,972 2,388,9'2 

5,038,406 S, 038, 4J6 

Ok~ahoma 1,004.,605 1,004,625 , 

OregoL 

Penr~sylVa:1'::"d 

SocCO 

Carol~nd 

South D<1K.ota 

~cnnessee 

Texas 

I !Jtdh 

Vermont 

555,3C2 

2, 563, ~'6E 2, ':>63, 'J66 

26 

2,93"/, ~)2 2,9n,ln 

954,416 954,416 

2,260,319 

173,550 

99,20 99,201 

626 ;OJ 626, ':>31 

Wash' ng~on - 1,188,69 i 1,308,693 

~1est V~rglraa ! 

W, scons i n 

Puerto :Ki co 

NHQ and 
i 

I 
, -:'OTAL 

153,108 153,108 

:,689162 " (,89, 162 

348, 46 3'18,146 

'j,235 

l1 

10:2,114,405 102, l14, 405 

Conservation Security Progran 
) and 

FloaDe1a Technec"" 
Tctal 

c,oO 397 520,397 

:49 :86 149,186 

- ')7:;', '763 , ·i63 

2,192,091 2,192,091 

3,034 890 ~,034,890 

1,359,73 I 1,359,733 

- 575,809 91\,809 

9",036 i 922 036 

5'" 427,535 

7,025, 2,02 

- 722,239 722,039 

- 2,903,684 3,953,684 

- ! 113,469 113,469 
i 

58,635 58, OS 

B21,352 8n,3j2 

1340,498 840,498 

40,866 '10,866 

1,603, (). ,60 ,J1T 

520,161 523, 161 

40 7 "" 

6:2,525,398 62,575,098 
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Financial Technlcal Fi nancia 1 Techno cal 

l AssistancE; Ass:;.star:ce TO"Lal Assistance Assis'.::a:1ce 7ota1 

State (2012) (2G12) (2013) (2013) (2013 i 

Alaska :5,878 3,149 19 02, -: ~, 44) 33,8:'9 49,3C4 

Ar Leona 163 683 12,862 176 545 ~46,OS6 13,991 '..60,047 

Arkansas 5,536,695 529 682 6,066,3"i"i i 3, :'81 69':J 366,194 3,94'/ f 889 

, Callfornia 3,311,168 

I 
365 019 3,676,387 2.416,280 226,126 2,642,1,06 

Co_;,orado 2 541,972 I 203 76 2,745. 748 ), Q 18, 8s0 250,014 2,268,8')4 

Connect lcut 3J, 54! 9,269 39.816 " 338 8,71 24,055 

:Jelawilre 367 683 38 880 406, %3 232 026 21,630 ! 253,656 

Seo:cgia 2,225,079 198,335 2.423,4:8 1,733,312 372,508 i 2; :iDS, 850 

Pac ic Islands 

At:'ea 302,569 7 7 ,289 379,858 871 28,639 l6d,5':'0 

Idaho lOJ,52,78' 094,676 11,24' 463 9,228,523 37f:,045 9,604,568 

TlhD01S 6, '25,5:5 44~, 460 ),110 975 6,200, <167 5·18,955 6,749,422 

Ind:tana 5,663 809 287, ·18'1 5,95:, :::'84 5,367,761 148,OS3 5,510,814 

IO>-Ia 17! d24, 183 90 02] 18,32' 204 :5,862,143 559,162 ]6, Pl, 505 

I 
Kansas 6,174, ',4(J ''', '" 6,6\5,891' 5,362,996 336,554 S, 699, 000 

, 

KentucK.y "49 799 i L., ! /), S14 32',3:3 ! 76,925 55,394 ! 1 32,319 

Louisiana 156,845 62, 15~ I 219, GIO J 04, ?16 36,862 141,078 

Maine 537,018 62,565 599,583 82,452 
1 

IB,284 100,736 

Maryland 1,899,6n 26 ,098 2,166,72" 1,124,399 163,812 1,288,,,"1 

~lassdchus8Lts :<4,064 7,925 31,989 2, '198 7,523 10,021 I 
Michigan 4,860,328 198,214 5,058,602 3,6~d,58J 1·,8,033 

I 
3,772,672 

Mlnnesotd 4,632,415 377.448 5,OJ9,863 4,296,104 297,386 i 4,593,490 

; ~isciooippi 

I 
182,659 100,198 282,857 163,632 54,663 n8,295 

MLssouri I 
2i, 663, 864 1,232,55] 22,896, 5:i 7 ! 20,423,614 1,163,490 2', SSC i04 

r-:on;::ana 8,125,111 ');1,93' 8, ,n, 098 I 1,19C,8!7 404,223 7,595, LOG 

Nebraska 7.9:'0,914 103,6j2 8,660,566 5,255,495 455,9, 5,721,472 

Nevada 190,819 35,43' D5,8S0 145,224 8,866 154,090 

New Hampshire J ,920 j,360 3,280 - i 1,467 1,167 

I New ,"7ersey 85,854 28,840 ]}<:1,694 BcJ, 14! i 8,943 93,090 ! 
I 
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"'.nanc.,al Teet,nH:al Fina:1cial Technica: 
hssistance l\SSLs~ar.ce Assls'::a:1CC ':'o'::al 

'2(12) ~2Q131 (20] 3) 

;,[ew ;.lex Leo 964,583 '06,3' ,CIO,SS4 844,117 lOC, 706 94'7,823 

I\('W Yo.::; 635,597 147, '"' 
77 I, 688 38:, 633 1 

77,347 458,880 

"oct:, Carn:.na 848,403 104,124 152,02' 600,031 38,5 7 5 638,60'1 

1 North DaKota 6, ';93, 9" '5:,6, 6,901,630 4,323,561 i 340, [56 4,660,717 

Ohio CC,97'0,7S\ ReI, CJOI 13,72 156 lO, 291. 927 i 762,170 _i, 85·1, :)97 

OkCahoma 3,244,059 08,308 :,,682,867 1,861,108 277,352 :1,138,510 

Oregon 19,487,708 998," 70, 48j, 84':: ! 8; 739,049 "/13,:::44 19,5 :93 

?enr:sylvania 1, le5, 598 139,785 :, 24~, 383 1';;, "168 l",368 51',136 

~-
!,\1:ode Island 13,744 4,365 l8, l(lS 4,62' :::,63<; "',261 

Snetc, Carolina 1, 7C4, 848 qs,160 2,030,008 _, : 6:,452 ]3-),142 i 1,30, ,"4 

South ua~ot:.u 2,2el,320 144,257 2,J'1,5 5-'6, '" 91, :95 (f8,215, 

Tennessee 132 908 140, ,'" 8 /8, 160 :99, '98 4!::>,063 2" 761 

Texas 99G,609 SO,8' ~ , 141, 486 930,53 l06,70 _, ,)37,234 

Utah 2,16:,114 035 2,324,849 1, S"49, 674 57-, :176 2,206, 152 I 
V.,rmQ:lt 46,285 5,9,5 52,240 9,8" S,l:3 :S, 926 ! 
Vlcg'nia 66?,8 7 1 l20,276 788,14' 167, ;)34 49, " 216, ,45 

W046409tOI !::>, 081, 523 i 329,322 5,390,845 i 4,68 ,72, 152,648 4,834,3 7 ,' 

;.,rest SUgH'Cd 200,622 9·3, C4 i 293,669 149,97 2 i 37 , "3 :87,760 

'klSCCnSc-I: J,740 '" 39-;,313 4,146, C07 3, 16g, 1St 36'J, :T, 3,534, 'lSC 

;1Y07ir.g J, 721, 86C '" :84 1,6' ')44 , JCO : 3.2, 028 ',32'3,:)40 

?l:.0rto :'<.1 co :'6, \It:' 9,"35:' 6~, CC 3,946 - J, " 
NflO and Cente'~ 7,352,982 7, "2, 9S7; i 

-==:C"'--
~ 76, 662,7::) 20,4GO ,fCO ! 197, Ot~:, 7::) 7, 1, C3C i '3,585 " 484,6' 

Stewa~d.st~p Proq~am 
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Flcanc,""' ,echc"",," Financial Technica" 
p.ss::.stance ASSlslancE; AS5is~a:lce .Zl.sslst.:tnce 

Tot,Jl ()O]J) To:""l 

'''e,ke " lOS, 106 203,355 ,660,06i ,c04,553 ] 02, 65" 1,597,250 

ArlZO;)a 7,827,849 '143,729 8,2"1,,519 6,8-19,993 422,862 7,302,85.'J 

Arkansas '11, "W" "6 i 2,056,8 79 40,187, "125 41, '86, 233 3."6,856 44,403,OS9 
1 

Cal "lforn.lGl 8,116,245 900,684 9,816,929 7,2CO,8"73 933,35') 8,093,928 

Colorado 22,98 738 L, 109, :'91 24,69/,329 22, 6/fi, 1'09 7", i/, 122 Z;, 905, D' 

Connect; cut ~'53, 467 39,78" 293,250 186,561 9",8" 284,438 

Delaware 891, 7]8 88, 17 980,509 81C,13:o '13,282 858," 7 

Flocide 2,451 "" I 
5iD,610 2,%5,311 2,231,943 485,119 ?, ,09? 

GeorgIa 2" !:l "J B, ~ 6 ~ ,53' 188 29,117,349 21 79,197 , 3, <;44, O,~9 32,323 226 

'ac' f;c T,'aod, 
A-rea U3,422 -:09,872 243,;:94 53 218 f 8~9 ':1 

'daho 6, '" ,025 50 ,':30 I 6, g", 01 6,243,339 3! ,465 6,652,80· 

"270.0;, 18,389,981 1,310,309 \9,620,392 16,915,344 !.-, '2, ;n '0,525,446 

:odiaoa 6,933,468 700,6'" 7,634,071 6,9 L 1, 349 1 Si8,028 7,428, ]77 

--------
Iowa 39,521, IT: J,T ,085 '1.2, 89B, 262 3" ,2;5,361 ~ , ,800 i 39, 84E, 161 

:i\ansas 43,189,490 2,723.130 45,8 0,2,6)5 41,'U2,124 1,751,252 43,183,376 

• Ke:1t:..:.cky 2,698,733 05" '38 3,256,0; :1, "C" 769 43,1, 355 2,938,154 

],ou 04eoe \9,O?3,38C 1, 1'2,103 2lJ, '95,48 J lB, 76,78? ;,3' 9t,J 21,170,722" 

~d'ne 689,86C 158,9,,2 g48,811,1 6\8,946 139,954 758,90C 

"ely2end 1, 164;"11:) < '47,910 1, 17,682 1,051,211 131 792 _,18"1, (:03 

i 79,0 %,159 ! ;S, ; 63 i 70,91" 123,567 184,481 

i NichigSO -;, ·~80, 861 92'),936 ! 8,406, /g' ',3: 3,969 1,490,6[0 8,80·1,084 

"innc,ou i, 403, 291 "1,]17,326 60,8:"', file CO, 329 ' 4,408,3C4 60. 739,08 

i "",",ssipp; 18,2"13, :40 , 2?O,C75 19,093,215 18,0.:7,942 '1'1,824 18. 742,766 

"BS09n 37,306,079 2,58" ,220 2J,893,399 25,6" 1,033 3,0"'3,313 28. ",,4 

1:onCan9 30,08,8' 2, "3, 63( 32,957,5 7 3 29,294, (m ',3'9,040 J ,6.",0/5 

Nebeasks 42, :;'-)0, GOG ,564,24' I~ 6, '" 42,193,357 2, S12, 008 44,766, nc 

Nevada 958,692 121,69·' ,880,386 961),791 ?4, 354,93' 

'e" Rampsi,"ce 489,248 :38,409 62" 7(r 110,J26 88,520 198, ", 
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Fwanna Technlca: E'i:lancial 

I 

Technical 
Assistar,ce AS,"llstance ASSlslance 

State 1'or:<1J (::'013) 

N0.W ,J('rsey 2"12,984 68, j; j 341,294 '9: ,930 8:", -; 69 n8,1O, 

New MexICo 16,765,505 2,':,J,2n 29, "8 775 14,948,013 1,"9,::0 : 6, 81E, 183 

New Fork 4,791,282 403,309 II, '94, C,l! 4, 103,411 4 :g, 282 , C, 282, 693 i 

~Jo;::t~ Car:oL~"a 2,917, C'lH 378,936 3, 29~ 19';0 2,662,736 '159,912 i, 22,668 '1 
I 

No~th I:a.kOLa 48,391,858 2,831,0·18 51, 4S5, 986 48,log, :48 1, ,08, 96, 4::>,719, tll'S ! 
I 

Ohio 'l,CPS, cI Sl 14,765 1,593,5·16 1, 976, 36~ 6:-6, 648 ,833,C13 

Oklahoma 36,28;, .Pc 2, 8e6, 285 39,89:,637 38,83 ,912 l,816,157 37,674,069 I 
Oregon 13,606, :)96 1,27e,091 :1,876,187 11,1;64,475 i 89 .993 14,36:,998 I 

Pen,.syJ 'lam a 5, 3,Y 686,'154 6,440,4:'7 5, C7!,46U 6B~, 3SJ 6, ,310 

Rr.ode lsla"d !7,3G3 73,415 i Pi5, '18 61, )86 109,833 i7l,lI' 

Scuth CDroluw. 5,142,588 n ,342 c,863, l? 4, 7.1,067 431, I: 9 ,,~65 786 

SOGth Cakota 36,0;:9,4U, 2, ,'lB, 311 lY,26:,719 S, HUl, S? 2.923,493 38,7:;'5, 0201 

Tem,c%ce 3,657,95'1 i 543,537 :1, 20:, 49: 3,46:,147 032, '2 3, ')93, 874 

rexee ,',02 138 3,408,868 3C, 430,3:)6 2:,171,029 4,8 i4,2C8 3!, ()45, 23 

Oteh '3,471,2'16 7:18,444 ' 3,909,69:) ~, 613, ]84 3G6,033 2, 3:9~~ 

VOlmonl 37, '113 6:, :04 :03,117 34,9iJ.l i i7,OL2 , 111,9;3 ' 

"hrginia 5,679,3' 5"'36, G99 :;,343 i 5,632,235 ----813,~Tv 1---' 6, 'H6, 03' 

Wa,h, oglon :>~, 274, C82 823,655 I 15, eg7, 73! CO, 68U, "8 i,06: 1, 12C, 4" 

14es: 'hrg,ni" 1,753,211 '28, 2; 280, r)SR 705,250 261 '16 1,967, '26 

Wiocoolie 14, :.'3,483 1, 700, ;S, ',371 13,699,644 1,329,826 lS, 079, 4"0 

\'I'yom::lg 7,712,"9 i 020,598 8,633, GO'I 

I 
i, 532, 689 894,2" 8,476,98:: 

Puerlo rUco '8,678 
,---

"i ,3'>' 16, ~90 77,796 94, 16 

""Q and Ceetere 11,,374,833 lS,374,ell:! 

i 
~ ~ 

TOiAL 6' 1,114,B78 72, e,90, 16 16" , 7,834 671, )9,034 5' 798,866 "9,", ,EGG 
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S::ate 

Arll.ona 

ArkanSdS 

Ca1,fornla 

F.L:1ancJ.al 
Ass::.stdnce 

16,140,800 

50,080,644 

Te:::,r.n i cal 
Ass 1 'Star.ce 

I, 9"c9, 203 

; 6, 388, 088 

Flnane),a] Techn5cal 

I 

27,365,320 10, 4<iS, 81 I ',,480,671 15,986,488 I 
58, ece, l<l 6J, 87'1, 451 7,083,544 6' ,96 ,995 ! 

116,90 ,80S i 7:,C15,972 13,9, 16 

49,'H2, Sl02 I Colorado 3,679,374 11,30) "l,5 15,587,129 38,981,176 10,931,726 

~.-'ct-)C-'d-,---j---, ,"" 1,7~',~ 1) "--+~2~" 3=79~,,' 80'~'8+-~),~ "C,-CC8""43+---CC 3~" 5i3~l'E~" 3~44-~2,~ 70)4~, C~3E-~5~, 8~40" 3~80, 

I, "elawarc 4,93' 889 1,E88,,"' 6,626,,]36 5, 246 1,50' 614 

I Flonda n,688,320 5 73,992 2' ,662,312 13,825,850 5,9<;' ,966 

r Georg::.a 
I 

! s lands Area 

Idaho 

lllino~5 

Tnd ,ana 

Kansas 

I Kentucky 

~aryland 

(-'llnGesota 

f<ontona 

.:::S 167,818 !,4C7,S:S 33,:' iO 433 20,073,i}n 5,944,418 

8, 3, 163 

l' ,620,134 0,065,3 20 i 
:4,135,585 4,028,lGl 

4,568,664 

25,863,871) 8, G09,' 95 

" J52, 78 

13, 16e t 380 4,989,10 

23,284,886 5, 176,'IOC, I 
I 

15, ,6, 3, ,828: 

2,197,312 

,1, iD, 834 

ee, 342, 469 0,291, "Ll8 

6,015,683 

29, C95, 440 9, 727 141 

18,226,731 8,118, '14" 

CC, 162,998 8,11'.3,830 

,622,041 3, :3,040 

26 

20,685 504 

18,%4,287 , 

21,602,761 

n,i:l73,C65 

10,697, l5e 

8,18' 161 

n, ?39, 984 

31,036, S8? 

32,9W 81'2 

38, S02, 781 

33, 28E, 828 

L3, 665, 081 

000 

13,877,:!. 71 

::,2%,113 

26,460 924 

25,22, 087 

7,800,673 I 
12,170,177 

11, ,l23, 468 

lC,150,?lO 

'7,547 I 82E 

2,OIO,90S 

30,003,514 

25,596,085 

12, 9~3, 243 

",90S,Oot. 

3,684, ';)T! 

4,74' 935 

4,494,852 I 
I 

4,0'4 11 3 

7,16:3, 376 1 

7,049,11,) i 

:',0] Or 309 I 
I 

5,813, J56 , 

3,333, "5 

2,40: 773 

,f);',66? 

4,619, 76 

5,34 ,016 

10,04'1,831 

8,304,OJ7 

3, ,795, 39) 

7,3 72 86G 

19, 1,81' 

76,0:8, )41 

,on 

18,818,10-

15,788,965 

3',053, '" 

5-,390, '6J 

04,34' 318 

'1,380,486 

23,018,822 

:'3,543,655 

l3, 352, 86b 

3S, 64J, 973 

2i, 347,850 I 

32,913 066 

10,204, 6~6 
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I 
Fioaocie1 ,'echoicel 

Assistance ASSlS ta:l.ce 

i 
j :.lew Hampshire ',336,261 I 2,2"15, ,S72,OC8 2,998,0/0 l,83~,399 4,829,169 

New Jeney 4,756, 20 2, 08~, 406 6,841,924 4,118,74f :::,'J07944 6, ;S6, 698 I 

New Mexlcc 22,236,385 6, : 88,?C 32,31-5,435 ;::8,421],'592 25,793,817 i 6,52:,";99 

~~New~Y~or'lk~--~--~9~,6~,8~2,'05'~2i~--4~,~;63",36~C~--~;,c8~lS"8~8i~--76'~'~O"8,~11~'78~~,,~~6~93,r--~11,,~"32~,,~8'-' 

~'----~----------+I------'--' 1 

i 369 ,623 5, , C64 'J.7, 466, 804 

~lor1;.h Dakota 

OLla 

Okldhorr.a 

Ore,)on 

Pconoy:vama 

R;loac :;:slar::d 

Sou::~ 

South Oakotd 

7ennessee 

Texus 

washq20n 

Wes-:::. v.:.rgin':'a 

NEQ a"d 

:0,195,921 i 13,3 4,731, 822 i 

6:3,:83 4,0'16,39 :'2,689,'82 13,363,849 4,387 408 ~ 7 , ,25 i 
24,466,292 9,;OJ,10 ",,569,832 15,"5,404 7,': ,39' 23,1 801 

15,791,468 4,OCl;,943 19,194,41: 12,580,448 3,711,"'9 16,291, 68 

18 166, 1)2 6,090,537 24, 85' ,'89 10, ':49, 980 ,260, 802 28, leO, 182 

3,000,673 1,3<2,%9 4,343,662 .,388,368 ',,22 158 2,616, :'6 

040 '1, 14, ,608 

27,845,3d5 8,479,913 23,125,"8 12,(Ul,S19 4,920,531 16,952,053 

,5]6,804 684,6' 25,22 ,463 16,J79,785 5,250 2 ,630, 

75,999,713 27,24 ,5941 203,242 307 75,7,11,431 76,6?:, 15 101,435,843 

",224,443 8,38.,2181 26,8CO 12 26,')25,022 8,33.1,))8 24 338,199 

6,470,9742,620,578 ,89',5SC 3,9",986 2,612, '63 6,538,75,\ 

10,65',068 5, 10,;SS 16,435,526 13,338 119 5,66'1,912, ,00',0 

lE,9",,040 5,026,928 23,981,966 16,296,727 

L,624,U% 6,3/3,504 21,98!,794 28,950, 5,733,5' 34,663, 

24,568,393 4,382,"" 18 SSG,405 16,418,569 

4,956,}55 2,545,99'7 7,502, 191 4,19' )86 J', 13J, ,38 1,361 

!J61,490 82, 633 

I 
1,016,791,418 381,4 7 2,900 I 3,398,204,324 81 16.3,89, 38'358,9::: 1,178,631,818 
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and Ranchla~d Pro~ec~io~ Program (FRPP) Allocatio~s 

?'y 2012 of Sep7_ember 30, 20:)) Z1:1d ;:;-y 7.013 (as of ::-1ay 7, 2013) 
Sou.::::'ce: Financ:al Maf:!agement JV\"derniz<l'Ciofl =Ei::~a::ive (FMMI) 

Pinancial Technical 

Total 

S;::ate 

475,648 I 40,419 51'" 08 - q4,05~ 94,051 

230, ]CO :8,<"n J48,551 534),698 36,292 [ 3'/9,989 

!\ykar:SdS 9,13,' 

Cal::...forn:l .. a 3,T18,202 3' 589 4,000,341 4,296,221 226,733 

Colorado 200,2,,) 446,61 

Connect;lcut 6,79:, l' 350,164 360,439 5, 156, 6~9 

!)elaware 4,162,2)0 :38,286 4,892,561 5,155,465 107,886 5,263,350 

Flon do. 4,905,2[,0 '/5,969 5,061,219 4,296,22i 69,0 4,365,296 

] 0,6:0 75,668 

i 

3,88'),442 

I 
:, :05, OOG 0' ,865 :,162,865 1,576,093 79,4' L 7,655,504 

444 no 99,592 "Sf,,322 386,660 48,99? 435,0" 
! 

Kar:sas '7,239 3, :8:,406 

Kent:Jcky 339,358 108,98B I 448,346 1,001 '73 " 16C, 55 

:,401,29c S2,:il6 1,483,8'" :,0:n,393 i }, 043, 328 i 
:-1aryland 1,689,8] 5 1,63:2,564 110, :90 , , 142, 10' i 

Massachusetts 9, 15J, 654 ,181., Clfi9 ',630,103 7,225,843 369,675 

: ""tlgoe 3,251,946 114,:U9 3,3' ,285 2,6:11,982 123,852 I 

~M~onn~e,ott~a--+-~1~,1~2",~,'S~C--~,~69~,~6:6~--~i~,:~~a~,,~7l71+--,~,~2!:8~8,,~8l=4,66---

4,580 

MO::1tanD. <1,1.50,988 137,450 4,290,438 5,049,196 

Kabrasko :,09 ,000 4:l,699 1,1'2,699 ';']23,930 64,842 1,388,762 

Eevadu 5,4 OB, 400 28, :28 5,436,028 i 5,329,916 117,3C8 7,447,280 

New 1larr:psh.Lre 1,856,987 96,098 ],9)3,085 i 2,021 488 99, 511 2,128,OJ2 

New Jersey 9,68 ,655 430, L Ie, i2,11 I 7,133,197 229, '85 ,962,982 

I 



561

F:na:1cia: Oeconica.l Finaneul Techn':"Cd: 

AssistdDce stance Tot::al 

SLdle (2C11) (2013) 

, .. --.~-------
Nc'w Mex.Lco 856,890 ;' 697 880,58" 859, )<;4 ,J;' ,""99 89:,543 

i 
t'ew Yor>:: 5, 1BO, 262 249,551 '.>,4.29, all 4, 86E, 598 29 ,204 '),1 S7, 891 

i Nort.h 

Carol 2, dl S88 779 2,329,575 187,937 ,512 

Ohio 8, :::'43, 00"1 4C,7E 8,684,7;8 6,87.1,953 403,844 "7,2 ), '/96 

Oklahoma 278 18,8')0 19, ';'5 859,2·14 :86,425 965,669 

Pen:1sy: va:::la I 4,394,123 193,348 
i 4,587, " 3,5n,901 :99,989 3,822,170 

Rhode ;: sland I 6,3,2,7,8 172,119 6,484,8]"1 4,446, OOG ,i95, , is 4,641 "6 

SU\.lth 

Caroliea 1,",00,000 86,605 1, ~8E), 60) 1, "718, 488 "10, 1,788,890 
, 

':'enness('e - S, ')00 5,000 1,718,488 61,4 7 0 ':,7/9,9::8 

','e"4S 5,591,709 112, :)96 1,793, 395 1 4,036, ge6 194,944 4,231,920 

Otah 1,863,500 55 723 1, 0: 9, d, 2,822,611 '0,833 2, 193, 7U 

Ver~ont J, 339, 592 309, '156 1,649, lB 3, O(n, 3~4 263,072 ,272,'27 

, rglora 4,] 42,393 141,86C 4,28'1,253 '3,436,9 7 6 J 47,4 7 9 3,384,456 

J, 8e6, is,J :213,511 4,044,691 4,720,843 116,834 

I 
4,847,6, I 

WeSL Vi "1'77d 3,214, ,;SO : 6:,3', 1, n5, 707 7, J 48,11 0 83,383 : 2,2"31,6(,] 

wi"co""in 8SC,300 :2" ,80; 0"!8,l8: : 1,010, ;'>14 ',06,603 :, !C6, 847 

Wyo::a;1g 15,6C6,70C 412,9;0 '6,019,6", I is, 380, III 622,653 16,003,38 ! 

I "'Q and 

I Cenrer, lC 574, 616,9l9 

mJ"AL ';'IjO, 60'3, LiS4 6,862,412 147,465,966 140,628,07'1 6,758, '23 14!, 386, 80l 
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I 
Flnancia I ,echn,ca" F'i:1anclal 'l'ed:nical 

Assi star.ce Ass-"-star.ce ASslstance ASslstanCE;> ToLal 

State (20l2) (20-.2) To L a.!.. PC13~ (2013) 

Cal,Coln,a 175,29:J L 3, 618 281 ,'Cl 6':10, ceo 92, O~~8 .'42,028 

Colorado 43, ISO 59,28" 1l],037 4, "Jil, 531 ;53,521 4,407, e52 

I 
go,OOO 31 ,222 I 133,222 90G 32,588 33,488 

I 

Ge' aware ,3,838 I 13,838 - 13,314 13,314 

Cloridil 79,098 90,531 :6> ,67 1,222,50Q 84, )6C' 1,30 7 ,460 

Georgla - 823 823 4,:13 4,173 

Pacific 

Islands Are2. ;:::,794 ,s 204,349 72 ,2 72 

Idaho }, on, 100 I 2.16,701 1,2;"8;80£ -'3,285,00G 265,553 J,55G,053 
I 

!--mi. no ~ -5'--- ~:, 939 2 ,210 3' 14' 31 ,000 90,263 120,263 I 

CndS"nil 18,4S' 4, ,192 64,679 0,889 I 43,8>;39 

iowa 109,299 51,6 J3 I 162,97;2 2 ~~ 5, ceo il,709 216,709 

'snaas 252, GOO 30,;,963 556,%3 - 105,8 27 125,3 

Kentee'Y 7e,000 "12,11.1 ;12, n - 29,'26 29,176 

LOU::LSla:1a SO,OOO 4, 746 59, '46 - - -

Macyl and - 5,866 5,866 

Massact-:usctts 2,720 2, 720 - 43,29' 43,29 
i 

",ch.gan 8,100 :4,552 , 23,252 - , 19,D4 19, ',94 I 

:qin:1esota 46,290 28,'"3 66,863 : 2: 6,000 9t"HO 3',0,"0 

Mississipp' 1, ace ~)8, 935 59,935 150,800 41, l63 191,163 

Ylissouri ! 50,008 104,Ob5 l04,On ',C,OOO 3;,27/ 87 ,2TI 

:'1ontanCl 56, CC4 125 J 116~) 182,069 2, 938, ~) 60 ;n,426 3,061,966 

""braska " 800 61,4)4 ! ,4,4/4 24, 7~8 ;:4,08 

Nevade C' ,800 C01,152 ;69,452 8, ", ',;5 263,68' 8,438,262 

New Hamps'",e 19, i66 : 9, ~66 
! 

",79 , 5,376 

I 

"ow ,Jessey ), S25 5, :',lO 8,735 i 50, cee ,063 I 5 ,063 

'ew Hexoce 36,806 17,98:) Sil,r8n 1,nO,OCc 53, 797 1,2)3,'97 

I 
~ew fork 44,967 24,886 69,853 350,OCO I 

I 
74,808 37 ii,8G8 

Kor:h 

I 2:4 - :;1,504 
I 
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Fi::1aTIcia.l 7echr.l.cal Financia':' Te,'no i Cd J 

I ,\331 S lance Assistance l~ssistanc,,; 70tal 

Sldle Total (2012 ) J} (2C13) i 
0)"ortr. :JD.kota 67,935 67 ,9"3:' 162,000 88,218 OSO,218 

Ohio 20, DOO 13,631 33,631 _, OOc. 000 i2,576 1,0',2 ; 16 

Ok:dtlOma :.:3,200 84, ," 10 7 ,402 1,',00,200 '1,50'8 1,571,828 

Gregor; J6,lY; 16, '.13 432,OeO s:, 600 481,600 

~'enr~s'ilvar.l.a 13, [lCO 59,531 73,33: - 78,198 28,:198 

Rtwde lsla:r.d 30 963 30,96.3 27,917 27.917 

Sautt 
Carolina :JOO 

I 31,260 ,26C 298,998 7.98,998 

Sou'" O'<OLa 228,6\3 l87.305 '392,?l8 4,787 000 128,24 4,386,247 

'l'en::1essee 10, ;01 38,"" ,;S,902 SOO,OOD J 0, I i8 S)::" liC 

Texas 623,502 798,8'l6 l,422,0761 2,400,000 699,568 3, egg, 568 

OTah 54, sec 125,;39 190,0 i0 '1,380,000 232,445 5,6:2,445 

------~--~-

Vermon' 10.],39 ! 20,28' 121,684 .. D,e; 13,81 

Virgiilia 28, '199 49. ;31 78,030 8, GOC 

I 
53,039 61,o.J9 

wdslnr.qton 32,190 ","4 56,314 1,560,000 ! 23,489 1, 583, 489 

li'iest Vlrg2.-n2.-a 32,400 <2,0 2 7 11,417 30e, :JJO 43,144 343,144 

"2.5conS2.0 91,28. 146,80Li ;:)7,885 91,58' 9C,58' 

~1YOL.ing 2J 0, OO! 34},418 551, ';45 578,785 5' 78' 

N;IQ anc 

I 9::1,697 589,388 58,SH,eDS 
! 

TOeA7, 58, ,32 8,628,883 66,883,210 , ''',866 549,120 16, n, 186 

Fo~est Reserve Progra~ (1IFRP-99) Allocations 
30, )017) and /013 (as of ::1ay I, 2013) 

~od8rnization Initiative 

ASslsta:1C":< 
;,2i)13} 

3153 

42:,210 

:',614,6J9 
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:'inancial 
State (2012) 

Total 

Michiqan 345,37.0 819,956 

ldli::e Habitat Ir.cenl.ives Prograrr. 
):)] /: (as Septembc.:' 30, 2) and FY 2013 (a.s of ["Yay 7, 20~3) 

Source: Financial Manaqement Modernization Initiative iENMli 
FinanC.lal I Tech:llcdl F'i:Jd~ICldl Technical I I 

Asslsta:,ce 'Ass:lstancf.; Tota.1 AssistancE' Total I 
(2012) ! 

A2 aba:na $3,114,000 $,03,3% $3,6C7,396 ·?4 000,880 ,,:2 C70 S4, 112, PC 

)\Laska 302,661 302,661 2,,;76,23= 66',17 3,140,403 
I 

Ari zona 4')9, .;.4: le6,00' 6;5,450 I 200, COO ; 23, 29 323,297 

A[').;ansas 2,642,051 454, !-90 J,096,241 1, ,77,618 483,600 2,159,218' 

34S, (JOO 3l8,352 663,3S? DOO,JOD 547 t 85'j 1, lie ,854 

~-- ._- 824, ·141-- 700,380 i 1, 025, 12l 2CC,000 nO,28 426,28 

66C,00O 307,432 96' 432 650,000 ?63,669 9",669 , 

Dc Oawd,c 10,000 52,458 62, 40" IS, 000 , il 184 66,384 

F':'orld<:t 89S, ?O8 n9,323 _,",601 ,200,000 2' , '" 1, 4 7 1, 053 

Georg: a ), ·1')6, 34"3 '13, 182 6,470,; 95 4,500,000 2, l36, 10' G, 636, 103 

PdcEl c 

119, 1SS Islands 

I 
06'; 064 -

Idaho 83,940 ; lOb,lD 210, ()o3 I 1,400, aoc 318,08; I ' 718, 'i8~ 

1111.::10':'03 50,000 88,472 l38,4'2 160,3.26 I 160,3" 

lodidlW 5,509,264 627,338 E, 136, 607 80, DOO ?O; 90G I 282,90j' 

lOWd ,63,0' nc, E"lO 293,701 

I 
b,',,, 15,510 

t'a.nsas 800 ,00,1 2J6, i 3l ! 1, C136, L32 3,200,000 I 330,305 3,317, JOO 
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"oanccai rechnloe1 -""-al~(~h:1l.Ca-: 

Ass i s:.:ance Assistance Assistance 

Stdle (2012) (2012) (7.:::13) 

Kentucky 3, ? ;23,618 1/6,895 i5C,OOe 159,438 259,458 

Lou1.siar:a 80:), 000 259, ,138 l, 064, 438 600, GC' 443, E,l 043,95 

"",.oe 194, EOC 3C, ,COC 402,62' 200, Goe C26,495 426,495 

Mary]and 56,553 71';-211 12 i, iE4 295,000 9:,2:n 38' ,210 

Ylassclcr.u5ctLs 194,420 248,416 442,836 lOC,OOO 2.97,498 3l ,498 

Yflchi;an 156, COC ! 168, '08 le'i 588 2CO, 32 270,682 

MlcnecoCe 165,331 16',33 
._---',---~86!- 199, 36 

M.'SOCSSIPP! ,338,064 3 ,574 l,65S,638 52, ,ooe 266,52: ;66, 321 

M,,,onr 10,000 260 804 400,854 :40,000 233, (l' 73, C92 

Ylontana J _68 41 C, ! 68 W,OOC 25,705 39C, H)O 

, "cbcas).d 250,000 
I 

260,025 410, C15 30, Dec 260,673 290,67 3 

t"evada 475,628 ))4,96,) 60C,582 <;oo,oce 61,165 461,165 

~€W 3ampsr,,1 [0 466,500 354,263 82C, 663 4CO 000 208,86 7 I 608,86 7 

r:c ' -------"---
Js"cy ns, GGO 169,299 40-1 r 299 20G I JO:] l06,314 I 5CC 344 

New Mezico '66, C2l 191,451 9~ I, 4 -12 598,100 173,'" ' 71,274 i 

New Yo, 6 ) 03,6/2 147,699 2)),371 410,355 ; C3,!6 524,ln 

Nor:h 

,5')0 - , ),837 1]7,387 000 164,773 

i~~kota 275,700 ::3,58f, )91,:'% 300,000 195,634 i 495,694 ! , 

I 
OhlO 49,998 

I 
49,938 9:',639 --~ 

OtldnOC] 592, le4 286,487 8'8,641 267,277 267,27; 

Oregon 1,C>15,719 113,122 " EB, 6 71 1, 000, ceQ :'35 340 1, 235, 340 

'"0" 990, COG 181,8Ue 1,1 il, 8:1 1 1, 30Cl, OOG 4,",4C7 C, 744, 46' 

oLode : 0 1aod 14'1, ClCO c:.:::>,.., 79 J02,579 2~8, GO:) O· 300 : 41 ,JOG 

South 
Care] 239,374 241, 31 .005 450,750 7')0, 

South Oukotu 2,039, '763 JC6,601 2,31,6,170 -,,94C,OGO 396, ;:'70 ),338,270 

)'eonocsoe 250, DOG 126,535 316,535 1,275,000 3CO.600 0,5-,5,602 

Texas 220,017 ''',2'2 661,289 S. 500,000 1,;Cl,836 
I 6,601,836 : 

Otah i 
l fO, 64::' 004,088 27il,·133 3:'),00e i 99,0; 449,011 
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St<lte 

F'lQridc..\ 

Georqia 

lslands Area 

! J} 11 nOlS 

Iowa 

¥ansas 
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, naacinC Techr: 1 Cd: Flnanc:a.~ Technical 

Asslst.a:lCe Assistar:ce ':'otal Ass is :a:LCC 1',ssis::'aGce ?otal 

State (2012) 

l~e:1tLlc~:y I ",240,565 n06,495 16,14,060 I 12,60',321 92 526 '"'"'-"'~ 13,33';,847 

louisiana I 37,80 7 , O?S 6, 9 r19, 1.76 44,756,2:11 29,292 977 6, 16,413 36,009,383 

I Me ine I 589, "86 108,232 69 "8 5:J~) I cec 59,867 559,867 

I 
Maryland 1 6 ,/3;,528 768,1/; 1,499,699 4,509,00e 645,300 5,154,350 

" 

t-1aS'3ildmsetts 7,757, D13 199,8" 2,956,81" I, 875, 1"13 
I 

1::'3, 'J6? 1,998,135 

f':LC!1:ga;1 3,862, /54 f92,993 4, :.S~, 747 '3, 23S, l89 796,356 4,032,044 

tv:l!l:1C'S01.d 36,921,6", 3,118,,137 ':;0,340,082 23, 17e, 0:)0 I 2,969,092 26,338,092 

! 
Mrsslssipoi 21,616,13S ,',03) 788 2\ 649,893 16,221, lOG I ;,26 7 , 078 1 18,488 178 

M"sou~i l7 1366,633 1, 983, 610 ; 9, 350, 243 11,683,632 I 2, '12e, 594 ! 14,OC4,226; 

~on.ta'la 3, 4 ~4, 978 586, ,13 4, J4C, e91 2,837,2 7 0 I 
I 

6B5,957 'i, 523, 227 

NeDssoka 13,525,152 395,208 14,978,360 7, 74E, 35' ,233,966 8 980,3 

Nevada },984,094 143,841 4, IT )]5 6, SeE, ::'61 12 50 6,633, 168 
I 
I 

I New Hampsr.l.re 11,997,226 599, 75 12, i9', ,001 I .? I !~8J '/66 ", 06j 3,214, ]33 

Kew ,Jersey 1,495,39"-3 161, 963 l,b ,)56 I i, 04C,:r is'',866 ' ,203,243 

"ew Mexico 326,2' 6 106,473 l, (;32,689 !36,999 83,589 172,589 

New Yo,k 6,821, ';48 i,,,',,6(5 8,663,211 5, 1 S 5-,""357 l,JD8,.i98 6, i 63, 555 

No<t'; I 
CarO}lna 9, 829 080 618,909 7, 000 1.121, 8,741,4:)6 

i Nort n Da:<;ota '5,646,8.19 3,049,326 lS, 696,155 23,188,000 ,,773,522 25,953,522 

00'0 '::>, S77, 467 648,028 6,225,495 4, "0,194 /9/,159 ·-S,~ 

UKJ.ahoma 1,02' ,62, 1,325,318 8, ]0, 94::; '(,699,388 I 1, C' 438 ---"~-~ 

Creqon 13, 63,0 4 1,958,754 1.), 8 i ~ , ! 68 9, 182," L,83 ,346 11,614,303 

i le, C84, "19: 1,Oll,328 :1,~96,319 /, (45,1" '/36,649 8,481,'8'1 

i Rl:.ode Island 

I 
ell,559 J8, ;'4,0 603,801 i 3/'1, CCO 4",09'( :9' 

Sodh 

Carol~r.a 19') S06, 12 l, 15 639 ! 4,60'),854 

South ;Jakcta 24,1%,876 :,794,641 I 25,981,07 ! :7,726, 75 2 , 406,4C'::> 20, ~33,18G 

i 
7nonessee :6,593,406 L306,5 78 18, C99, 984 ;0,041,495 1 , 6(}3,2791 1 9,68"' ;114 

r;;-;;;;;: 21,81"1, 6~4 3,24,,8ll 23, C65, 463 ,",32: ,2: ·3, l69, 'OC i 17,493..,937 

! 
CCalo 1,4: 183 2i3,129 1,630,312 J, 49;1, 204 ~l:, 6 7 4 ',GCL,812 
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PROGRAIvj SUBPROGRAt-l Al.,l.,OCA1IO~S 

1'1,1'. P.lease pr0vidc a chart showi::;.q t~e subp1'oqra;ns 
withi~ the E~vironmentai Quali~y I~ccn~ivcs Program and tcctnical 
assistance and financial allocated to each. Please provide 
the fi~al a_locations tor fiscal year 
fiscal year 20:3. 

Response: The tab~e be10w shows the 

es~imated al1oca~ion :or 

nal ~~viron~enLal Qual.ity 
(RQTP) sGbp~oqrams financial and technical a5sis~a~ce 
fisca1 year 2J12, funds allocated as May 7, 

fo l : J 

1"-- ~Q=P SUB?ROGR.f\M Al.,LOCA':'2::D FlNA~C:;:AL AND '~"ECHNICA:' ASSIS'I"ANCE 

t.:Q12 P::ograrr. FA 

S4~,S66,OOC $7,949,8C) 

3C,OOO,OOO 

2,184/636 33/825,000 :1./800,000 
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APPORT lONMENT SCHJ-_:DU:'E FOR j\i\l~NDATORY ~ARM BILl... CONSERV!\TION PROGRi~MS 

Mr. ;\derhol t: 
mandatory [arm bill 

Please provide the apportionment schedule for 
conservation programs fo~ fiscal year 2014. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record, which 
incl udes two apportior:ment sch(:;c:iules: one fo!' the no-year account and 
one for the annual account. The apportionment for the annual account, 
dated Ap::-il 15, 2813, and the apportionment fo~ th8 I:.o-year accour.t, 
dated May 10, 2013, are re-apportionrcen~s that i!1corporate: (1) 
additior.al funding authorized under the AInerican Taxpayer Relief Act of 
2012 (P.L. 112-240), which extended the authority to enroll new program 
participants in the Wetlands Reserve Program (annual), the Grasslands 
Reserve Program (annual), the Chesapeake Bay WaLershed Program (no-year), 
and the Healthy Foresls Reserve ?rogram (no-year) through FY 2013; (2) 
the reductions required under Section 251A 01 BBEDCA; and ( ) the 
full-year appropriations enacted in the Consolidated and Further 
Continu~ng Appropriations Act, 2013 (P.L. 113-6). 

[The information fal-lows:] 

IF 132 APPORTJONIIENT AND REAPPORTIONMENT SCHEDULE 

FYZ01J.~ 

C1.n2:i;~b1~'c;1II.l1tr;:!.IO~1·;'.:41: 

"" ~No Spit ~I\:Co,"Tlle'C.3l:eSlut!'L;ne5Dt 

Ac:c:owtt:F..,.~.cIRl.nI~Pf.Mt5I005·SJ.1OO4J 

TAFS:12,lrlI)I/1!J13 

~ l.&t~~I""'ett::!Jl:l:!'9--:.e 

Rl:)tC:rtNO ~c~ 
~V£S,-.ct~~~ 

Iktdt.urv taources 
1;;31 BA:Y~~~:.'IriSt~~net 

ta-tO 6A:M~~~i::o&s,l'eI~ 0ItIer 
!:3(l EAYIntSpencl'ng~Aeca.ia:d 

t;~" SA.: MlInd: 5pen(II'IQ 011:\ '1'0'1'1 0tI-'A1L Coas. ~.4I'Ierc:'Y Redl.l.:ed 
1920 Totai ttsoufUl hIIfJ td$C.. pel J'ftIftd.. 

SCI:!: F'V::013iA'etI~Re6YeProgntm !;:-,,~ ,oU,:t:t:Ince, 
5013 ~ 101.3 ='wml3rcl. ~an F'rOgnI~ !=run::ls ~e', 
5014 FV :013 Env'I'tI'Iment:ll CUIIII'lYlnCerc!Ye: F"I'tIg:r3r", ,FI!w'IatJ.4,:.~ 
SOl:: FY.:o13W1<l'l'eHaD'tJt!I"C:er,~~ra-r.:FP;anc;aM~c:ei 

SC16 1:V:OI3Ccwlserv3DI:rIS«W'tJProgr'a'nI~ A2i1~ai 

;01:' ~:OIlGr;zS.~Retn'e~IFlNI"CI3lkl.~~el 

5Cta f:V1013 N/f'.CIJIt1I'a WilRtenf'llln:emmPmgnrn !="nancla: "==--~tam 
SC1ii i:V :01.3 ~a.dtnt UgmL ,oU,':iI=rftCe ~Fl""'OIlI ,~~e 
5C.;.~ -=y 1011 ~erv3Ca1 SlewlIr¢I1Ip Pn:Igrr '-~I M:.o::ante 
SO)! ;v :'J13 >='lI'TT' ~antJ RInk 't'rVe"~F"I'tIg:r3r"~ (T~ A!31 
tiC):' omce or ~ C:;tl'!~,e, C«t 

j 
~'1-C1l.!: !i 
_ .. 

2.S63.CJ.COO 
3S,»:LC:CC 

1,ill.UJ..OQ) II 

7;:!5,59!lOCC 
IB;:!,m.CCC 
141,90:9.t:.W 

I.e ~S.:r7SC:OO 
3G,t~ 

'47.s.:.~COO 
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Mr. Aderhcit.: How much =~lndinq was a11oca:::ed to livestock concer!1S 
througtl the ronmental Quality Incentives Program for fiscal years 2012 
(actual) and 2013 (estimated)? 

Response: NRCS $600,729,374 i~ fiscal year 2012 Lo livestock 

concerns, 60.6 percent of the SnvlroDnsntal Qualiey Incentives Proqram 

fundinq, and estimates 62. percent, will be allocated 
to ~ivestock concerns Please see chart below. 

[The infor!ration rollo'v'-Is: J 

CO~iPl\EHENSIVE MANAGEMENT PLANS 

Mr. Aderholl.~: How many comprehensive nutrient mar:agemcYlt plar:s has 

NRCS c()~plet..ed sJ.!1ce 20027 How will be completed if: fiscal year 2013 
a~d are estimated to be completed in fiscal year 2014? 

Response: NRCS has completed approximately ,0.56 comprehensive 

nutrient management plans (CNMPs) sinc~ 2002. target numbec of CNMPs to 

be completed i:1 fiscal year 2013 is 2,400. The estimated n.umber of CNMPs to 
be completed in fiscal year 2014 is 2,500. 

SQlP CONSERVAI'ION PRI\CTTCSS 

Mr. Aderholt: How many new conservation practlces were installed 

i~plemented throuqh the Environmental Qual ty Incentives Program i~ fiscal 

years 2008 through 2012? 

Response: NRCS provided technical assistance and financial assistance 

Lnstall or implement 868,7 

t~G Environmental Quality Incent 

through 2012. 

~ew conservation practices 

Program in fiscal years 2008 

CONSERVATION INNOVATION GR.A.NTS 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a list of the Conservation Innovation 
Grants awarded in. fiscal year Please inciude information on 
recipient, State where the recipient is located, amount the award, 
purpose, and whether any nonfed~ra] [uGdinq was provided. 



572

Response: iscal year 2012, NRCS awarded $26.1 mil 1n 
Co~servation :Lnovat on Granes (CIG) for 59 projects in 47 States. Grant 
recipients must prov de matching funds, bringing Lhe value the 
approved projects to more chan SS2. I~ ere appl 
pro~e5s, proj rargeting nutrient management, energy, soil heal~h, 
wildlife and wa~er quality credit trading funded as priorities for CIG. 

National: The projec~s funded (approx;nately ~1~.6 "ion) 
demonstrate the use of innovativp technologies or approaches to address 
specifIc natural resource o~w Tn addJ ion, seve~ 

projects funded (approxlmately 54.7 million) will support water quality 
credit trading nationally. 
Chesapeake Bay Watershed: 

to address 
Watershed. 
denand for 
M lppi 

funded (approximately $2.6 
tnnovative technologies or approaches 

the Chesapeake Bay 
analysis of supply 
and infrastructure. 

The ten projects funded {approxi~atcly $4.) 
million) will demonstrate the use DE innovative technologies or approaches 

specific natural resource concerns within the 
Basin and address the Piver Basin Eealthy Watersheds 
Initia~ive objec~ives ~anage and optimize n~trien~ management, reduce 
downstrean nutr~ent loads, agricultural productivity, and 
w~ldlife and other ecosystem se~vices. 

A list o~ fu~ded projec~s is below, followed by pro1ect descriptions: 

[The Lnfornation llows: 
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Proj Title 

Faclli~at~n9 

forest-based 
offsets n water 
quality trading 

$4 ]7,756 

eIG RSPORT 

Recipient 
Location 

~D 

Proj 

PA, fltJG, 

VA 

Purpose 

proposes to 
agency forest 

to ease adoption by agricultural 
producers, aggregators and 
buyers like developers. The 9ro1ect 
will t8st and market 
in~rastructilre, so it is 
i:nrnedia:"e~y 'Jseful for landowners, 
p~bl.ic programs and credit buyers. 
[to will a.~so complete 8-10 forest
based practice pilot projects with 
EnvL~onmerltal Quality TnceGtives 
Program-eligible producers 1n 
southern Maryland to tes: forest 
protocols and market 
infrastrccture. '[he project 1 
also assist: local gover~ments in 
meeting the nutrient and sediment 
goa:s ill their Watershed 
Iffipleme!~tatio~ Pl~ns by simplifying 
~lle i~plementation of forest based 
offsets and credit.s aud E:-:asing 
their workload by establishing the 



574

Recipient 

America;) 
;:"a~mland T rus;, 

A.Inerican 
Soc~c:>t~y of 
]\gror;orEY 

Project Title 

Coupli~g 

precision 
agriculture with 
water qualj 
credit trading 

Assessment eIG 
Nu~rient 

Mandgemen~ 

Projects 

for ::'''uLure 

Federal 
F·U:lds 

221,364 

20,000 

YEAR 2012 CIG REPORT 

Nor;
FedE>ral 

221,364 

20,JOO 

Recipient 
Location 

DC 

WI 

Proj ec't 
Ar·ea 

1 ~."' IN, 
KY, OR, 
21\, WV 

us 

Purpose 

crediLing precision 
variable rate technology prac~ices 
in water g~al ty credit trading 
progra~s. The project will use data 
from unLvers~ties, John Deere and 
TL~mble :':0 cOI:\pare crop uptake 
budgets with the amc~nt of 
Ilutrients applied and use modelinq 
at the farm-field level and some 
edge-of-field reonitors to accoun~ 
for the fate of excess nutrients. 
The resulting quan~ification 
protocol will be tested and refined 
with farmers dJrirlg o~e-and-one
half growing seasons and also 
ve~ted with State pe~mitti~g 
agencies in Ohio, Indiana and 
KentJcky. 

The project goal to eva~uate 36 
projects, ~esulting in 
reco:-Emecdations and practice 
standa~ds to be incorporated in 
NRCS poLicy. 
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Recipient 

Board 
Reqents of the 
University of 
hi'isconsin 
System 

Project e 

Index and 
Snowmelt Runoff 
Risk Assessment: 
~erno~stracion and 
Refinernent 

E'ederal 
Funds 

134, 

~IseAL YEAR 2012 eIG REPORT 

Non
Federal 

Funds 

1]4, (1:"JO 

Recip::...enc 
Locat.Lon 

WI 

Project 
Area 

WI 

Purpose 

GC"C proposes to 
demonstrate the abiL~ ty of a 
process-based Phosphorous Index 
formulatio~ to assess managemect 
effects aD runoff phosphorous 
losses from fields under frozen 
soil conditions. The project wi~l 
test and refine the method used 
a process-based Phosphorous Index 
to determ~ne the e!fect cf field 
management practices on frozen 

volume aLd adapt 
frozen soil runoff risk 
method (wiLhin process-based 
?hosphorous I~dex) ide~tiEy 

field conditions and mJnagement 
practices capable of minimizi~g 
runoff when animal manure is 
applied frozen soi . This 
project will promote NRCS 
Conservation Practice Standard 
799 Monitoring and Evaluation by 
demonstrating the prototype f 10",J 

measuremen~ gauge O~ Earn fields 
under winter cond~tions observed 
Da~e County, Wisconsin. It will 
also improve rehe functionality of 
the prototype flow gauge by adding 
a ~ser-friendly in~erface that 
allow ~andowners to easily access 

~~~_. L I gCluge data. 
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ipien::. ProjeCT: Title 

:l.mpact of 
rota~ional cover 
crops on soj 1 
qual1 
parameters, so~l 

water hotding 
capacity, soLl
water retent 
C~lrves, and 
field-scaLe 
balance dynamics 

Local Utilization 
ot AgricultJra 
Credits Program 

490,34 490,340 

336,150 336,150 

KE: 

FA FA 

objective of ~his 

of coveT crop effects 

threshold camp LLJnce 
solutions relating 
?ennsylvania ~ut~ient 
Program by creating a~ 
program ~or ts 

CICOP 

BMPs, cover crop and no
~/conservation 11age 

on farms in three co~~ties 

covering two wat 
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Chesapeake 
Founda t_ i on 

ect 

AqricuL"l'Jral 
of arc 

1, 

fISCA~ YEAR 2012 CIS ?EPORT 

Non-

F'..Jnds 

786, MT 

700,880 700,880 ~1D 

Purpose 

appropriately scaled, 
cost-efiecLive and visilally 
accep~ablc wind turbine. 
t a largely vacan~ 
niche i 
p=' 
that a~ 



578

Rccipier:t Proj Tit~e 

C~nverting to No
Till on a 

City Eoots, LI,C i functionir:g for
prof:Lt urban 
vegetable farm 

Federal 
Funds 

nSCAL 

,942 ,942 

C:C; REPORT 

Recipient 
Location 

SC 

Pro:ect 
Area 

SC 

Purpose 

on 

compliance with the 
daily load 
and to EacilitaLe 

trading opportunities. 
will see~ feedback from 

as and State policymakers 
multi-state trading tool to 

the tool and add 

j,n 
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Recip.~ent 

Fork 
lion 

Proj Get Ti~: Ie 

Evaluatio0 of 
Watson Horizontal 
f:at-rate fish 
screen i~ Montana 

[)crnonst r>3-tion of 
ve 

..::nterseedinq 
Technology for 
Crop Rotations [0 

Enhance SoLl 
Properties and 
Reduce Energy 
Consumption and 
Pest Occurrence 
While Optimizing 
FaL':n Profits. 

[SeAL YSAR 2812 C!G REPORT 
--,--------r---------

Fede::al 
F"Gods 

')4,066 

Nor~

Federa_'L 
:C'unds 

54,066 

,S85 

Recipient 
:;:"ocation 

V,'C 

SC 

Project 
Area 

MT 

sc 

dive~sions Lhat is Ly 
fabricated in Mon~a~a. 
7his project proposes to modify 
pla~t~ng equipwent of 28 
Enviro~mental Quality Incentives 
Program - e~iglble farmers to allow 
[or interseedi~g and establish six 
"Pro~otype Fields" per year to 
directly train producers of 
soybean, cotton, pea~ut a~d wheal 
i the use, benefits and 
effecciven8ss of interseediGg 
cechno~ogy. Tile project will also 
de~onstra:e and evaluate the 
effects of interseeding technology 
co~blned wit~ crop rotations on 
solI chemical, physical. and 
biolog~cdl properties, feel 
consumption, pest rndndgernent and 
farm profits. The projecl 
Lo implement an aggressive 
program for crop consultants, 
technology providers, and 
Extension agents [0 become 
primary providers of 
technology for growers beyoGd 
geographic and time limita~i 

L~ ________ ~_ ~L. __ ~. __ ~ ~~ J t his pro j EO cJ:_-,- ___ ~_ _ __--------.l 
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RGcipier.t 

State 

(EPRJ) 

Pro] ec:-. le 

Learninq from the 
land: Extending 
statE'::>and-

models 
for adaptive 
rcanaqerr,ent 0 f 
wes::'E::rn 
rangela!l.ds 

Buildi~g L~e 

infras~ructure 

for expacded use 
of nutrient 
credits in 
V~rqin 

A eredi~ Trading 

Water Quality 
'~'rdding Project 

FTSCAL YEAR 2012 eIG REPOR? 

Federa 1 
Funds 

428,102 

6CC, 

1,000, ODe 

Federal 
Funds 

428,102 

600,000 

1,800,000 

Recipi_en:. 
ion 

co 

VA 

CA 

Project 
Area 

co 

VI'. 

OH, KY, 
-N 

PLrpose 

The pur"pose of this project to 
streamline, test and evalua e 
par~icipa~ory devclop~ent 0 S~atG

and-Tracsition Models (STMs that 
incorpo~ate Saqe-G~ousc hab tat 
condi.tions. 
derLonst.ra'C8 i'::y for 
adaptive management of Sage-Grouse 
tabitat and livestock prodLction, 
and the~eby to increase awareness 
and adoption of SIMs by ra~chers 
while contribu:.ing to NRCS 
obj ves of revising ecological 
site descriptions a~d pro~oling 
adaptive ~a~agement a~d no~itoring 
of Sage-Gro~se habitat through the 
Sage-Grouse lnitidtive. 

This project proposes to eSLablish 
"Che adrr;inistrat':"ve fran8work d:1d 

inErds~ructure for an expanded use 
of nULri8n~ credits in Virginia. 

The pro:ec~ obJect~ves are LO 
provide proven, innovative, 
flna~cial grade ma~ket 
in~rastructure and services 
configured for the Ohio Basin 
and its stakeholder . The 
infrasLructure requ red to 
es:ablish an ve water market 
trading program be 
the requirements of 

tailored ::0 
ye]evant 

market programs and iLS 
jurisdictions. The in£r~str~ctLre 
componer.t -=_l. the Oh La xi ver Bas in 
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Recipier:t 

Illinois F.J.ve:::, 
ljJatershGd 
Par-tnershjp 

Project Title 

:::rnproving 
Dissolved 
?hosphorous 
Runoff wi~h Water 
Quality 
:rnprovemenL 

FISCAL YEAR 2012 erc REPORT 

Federal 
F\;.nds 

132,823 

Federal 
Funds 

13~,823 

Recipient 
1ocdtion 

AR 

P"cject 
Area 

or<, r,R 

Purpose 

will represent a forward move in 
the evolution in each S~ate's water 
quality credit tracking and trading 

proposes cO 
a phosphorus re~oval structure on a 
poultry farm located in the 
Il~inois River watershed, which 

be strategically placed to 
i~tercept runoff occurring 
irnro.ecLLately around a pou.ltry 
production house. Awardee 
monitor the effectiveness of the 
s[ruc:ure by sa~pling inflow a~d 
treated water through the use of 
Automat samplers and 
tracking the reductio~ 
phosphorous load. The 
remove 50 perce~t of 
phosphorous lead. 
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Reci_pient 

Indiana 
Association of 
Soil and ~".iater 

Conservation 
Di_stric~_s 

( Il",SWCD) 

ly 

Proj Title 

Conservation 
cropping systems 
for soil health 
and produccivity 

Develop::nen::. and 
adoption of ilO

tiiL and mi~imum 
tillage vegetcble 
production 
systems 
Midwesc 

F'ISCAL YEA!'. 2012 CIG REPORT 

Federa ~ 
Funds 

834,088 

22:,282 

~on

Federal 
Funds 

834,088 

221,28::' 

Recipient 
~ocation 

It.; 

KS 

Project 
Accea 

IN 

KS, MO 

Purpose 

Tje overall goal ~his project is 
to integrate long-term continuoGs 
no-~ill/strip-lill, cover crops, 
precision technology, n~trlent 

~anagement and pest ~anagement 
practices i~to productive, 
profLtable and sustainable sysEems. 
Tje innovative approach to 
achieving this through 

Lon site hubs, 
utilizing ~he inter-professional 
expertise of farmer-peer ~entorsf 
crop advisors, and Indiana 
Conservation Partnersh~p staff. 

innovat~ve approach has the 
abi_ity to be replicated in the 
MLdwest while al ng ~or 

flexibility based oc t~e needs and 
resou~ces in other States and/or 
regions. ~he secondary goal is to 
measu~e and quantify tte impacLs of 
these conservation sYstems on 
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a~d 

?roject 'Title 

Cover Crops: 
Planting the Way 
to Nitrogen 
Management 
Wa tersrH~d Seal e 

in a COP.1bined 
Conservation 
Approach 

flSCAI, YEAR 

Federal 
Funds 

184,347 184,347 :N 
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_________ r-_________ -, ______ ~:c.~'-=_r.::.S_lCrA:::L YEAR 2012 REPORT 

Rec_pient. 

~dryland 

Department of 
Agricul~ure 

~aryld~d 

Departnent of 
Agric~lt\lre 

Project 

fostering a 
sus~ainable 

marketplace 
agricultural 
water quality 
credits and 
offsets for intra 
and intersta~e 

inputs 

f'ederaJ 
Ft.:nds 

500,000 

623, ] 

321,667 

~on-

Federal 
Funds 

500, 

623,1 

323,079 

Recipient 
~ocd~ion 

MO 

'10 

~1I 

Proj 
l\rea 

MO 

'10 

t'-:11 

Purpose 

This project proposes to conduct an 
analysis of credit dema~d. The 
funds will also prov~de tools and 
guideli:18s to ass_st cOi.1nty 
planning and germ~_tt. fIg entities to 
work with developers assessing 
offset requirenents. 

This proj proposes increase 
producer and landowner adoption of 
conservatio~ practices by creat~ng 
a Certainty Program that rewards 
operators that have exceeded water 
qual~ty goal and that utilizes the 
on-farm Nutr ent Assess~ent Tool 

w th the tolal rtaximum 

cropping pracLices on 
soil microbial resp~rdtion and of 
the soil o~ganic carbon 
accumJlac~on as an ~nd~catc! of 
advances in soil health. The 
project a~so ai~s to answer 
grower's questions about cover 
nulricn~ cyclirlg by ~onitor~nq such 
perfor:nanc:e indicator:::; as biomass 
yield, nitrogen up~ake and release, 
and subsequent crop yields. It aiso 
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Recjpient Ti~_ie 

A Hybr.cd 
Bioaiesel/Biogas 
Sncrgy Production 
System 

F'ISeiU~ YEI,R 2012 elG R2PORT 
-----,-~---.------,---

117,476 

Non
Federal 

Funds 

117,797 

Recipient 
Location 

!~I 

Project 
Area 

MI 

?urpose 

selection and use 
cover crop mixtu~es on crop 
and soil quality ~n row era 
develop and deliver educati nal 
materials guide farmers n a 
5 ystems approacrl to protec7_ ng and 
building health and na~ural 
productivity. project also a 
to increase tarmer i:1volvement in 
the development of practical, 
efficie~t a~d cos~ effective 
gc.ide~ines for improving so':'l 
health. Finally, it aims to develop 
and incorporate alternative 
management options ~or soil 
in the NRCS Nutrient 
(590)1 Cover Crop (340), 

za:ion (633), Residue 
Management (329A) and other 
relevant standards. 
The purpose this 

prodection 
goal is 

ency of the averal 
production process, 
cOBpetltiveness of 
on-farm uses can be 
achieved. This approach is 
innova:lve Lhe sens 
takes advantage of the 
between biodiesel and 

on to maximize the overall 
on efficiency of biofuels. 
eet plan is designed to 



586

Project Title 

development 

& 

FISCAL YEAR 2012 CIG REPORT 

Federal 
Funds 

103,000 

78,000 

Non
Federal 

Funds 

500,550 

82,6-,4 

Recipient 
Location 

SD 

OH 

Project 
Area 

SD, MN 

ali 

Purpose 

and operation, farm 
demonstratLons and 
user a~d technical 
written and web-based 
The purpose of the 
develop a water-quality 
program for the Ce~tral Big 
River Watershed (CBSRW) proj 
area tha~ would facilitate 
impleme~cation of Best 
Practices for sediment and 
bacteria. The methods developed 

then be used ~o develop water
qualicy trading pro rams in other 
par~s of the Big Si ux River Basin 
and other river bas os throughout 
~he reglon. 
This project proposes ~o 

demonstrate the successful and 
ecor:omicaJ use of windmill-powered 
water pumping plants to supply and 
distribute water to higher 

evation pasture fie~ds to enable 
livestock p~oducers to increase t~e 
productivi~Yf profitability a~d 
scstainability of their overall 
grazing system and livestock 
operation. 
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Recipient 

t':ational 
A::-;;sociation of 
State 
Conservation 
Agencies 

Proj Gct Le 

Deve:opi.nq 
Na-::..ional 
Assessment 
Standar"ds for 
Agricu~tural 

Certainty 
Operate 

Creating a 
~oolkit for 
assessment and 
mitigation of 
ag:ic~lt~ral 

opcra~ions to 
benefit co~al 
reefs 

F:::SCP~L YEAR 2012 CIS REPORT 
------y-- --, 

Federal 
::;'ur:.ds 

79, 000 

2.30,000 

;:\Ion-

Federa2 

79,000 

230,000 

Recipient 
Locat:'on 

SE 

Project 
Area 

us 

GJ, AS, 
MP, ?R, 

f HI f 

PL:rpose 

cornprenensi ve boilcI'plate te::npla:'e 
tha~ wLll aid S~a~es in developing 
agri tural cercainty programs. 
The temp~ate will be de~ived from 
che best features of ex~stlnq 
cerca~r:.ty programs as well as 
:i rrprovements suggested DY a wide 
array of stakehoider groups. The 

and evaluating the 
EnviroD:ne;)tal Quali t.y 
Program investments to 
~n real time. The first 
providing a standardized 
methodology toolkit. across ~sland 
jurisdictio~s to evaluate 
source of sediments and nutrients 
that are impacting reefs downstream 
and the relative inputs coreing from 
agricultural operations to other 
:and-based sources of poli~t.lon. 
7he second gap is Gs~ng new 
availab~e technoLogies in ge~etic 
markers in corals to lest the 

rnpact of reduci.ng sLressors fror:t 
agricultural operations coral 
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Recipient 

Nat.ure Serve 

Norlh Carolina 
Stac8 
University 

Frojcc:: 7itle 

Nat re Serve and 
KRC regional 
col aboraT:.lon: 
Data and 
teccmology 
transfer to 
enhance & Support 
Sco~oqical S=-te 
Habitat and 
leE ldiife 
ManagemenT:. 

Refine and 
Re910nalize 
Southern 
Phosphorous 
Assessnent ~ooLs 
13asc.d Of'. 

Validation and 
State Priorities 

FISCAL YEAR 2012 CG REPORT 

~'uncis 

68,000 

412,962 

NOG

Federal 
Funds 

68,OCO 

477,370 

Recipient 
Location 

VA 

NC 

Project 
Area 

MN, 
lA, IL 

AR, ,L, 
GA, KY, 
IvlS, NC 1 

OK, SC, 
TN,':'X 

Purpose 

Tte goals of th~s project are to 
increase ecological and wildlife 
knowledge and data accessibility on 
a local arid regional basis to 
support, enhance dnd accelerate the 
development of Ecolog!cal Site 
Qescriptjons (ESDs). The project 
will also enhance Wildlife 
Interpretatio~ sections of ESDs by 
linkinq classification informar.ion 
to wildlife species of co~cern 
The major objective of the proj 
is to coordi~late and advance 
phosphorous management in the 
by ensuring that mos~ sOLthern 
phosphorous assess~ent cools 
been tested based O~ guidance 
t~e 2011 NRCS 590 standard and 
conpared to water quality data 
projec~ will also use these 
to produce more co~sjstent 
across physiographic regions 
order ~o p~cnote greater 
between regional Phosphorous 
E_~~_!:_Lngs and rccoIrmenda t ions. 
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f\Jorth Carol':na 
State 

Title 

funmo:11a recovery 
from swine urine 
Liquid with 
select-ive 
I':l(--;;rnbrane 

tectnology 

sinple t.oo~s for 
:.roaen credit 

FlSC1U" Y2AR 2012 REPORT 

Federal 
?'J::1ds 

29'3, ] 

169,792 

915, 

Non-
Federal 

296,634 

169,8581 

Recipient 
Location 

NC 

/;0 

Project 
Area 

KC 

NC, OE, 
MN, :iL, 
lA, :::N 

NS, SD 

F\lrpoS~ 

The overail goal of 
La demonst~ate the operation and 
.ceasibil::_ty of a permeable meh,Drane 
system to recover and concen~rate 
drr;mon_La from three waste treatment 
and collection syste~ls. This 
technology, which can also be 
3pplied to lagoon syste~s, has the 
potential La not only prevent 
signi":icant i1mmonia volatLU zation, 
but 2'::'SO recover ammonia in a 
useful and ~ransportable for~. 

The overall goal of this project 
to develop, evaluate and 
demonstrate the sLmple tools 
to quanL~fy the impacts of drainage 
water managemGnt on ~lle reduction 
of ni:rogen losses from s~bsurface 
drained croplacd. These tools are 
essential ~or any water quality 
c~edi~ tradi~g system that involves 

use of drainage water 
~a~ageme~c. T~e success ot ~his 
SystCffi cpcn a credible 
estima~e of :he nitrogen credit 
from this Best ManaqemGn~ Practice. 
The project goal to determice 
the impact of ~slng controlled 
drainage to reduce soiJ 
sodliication, downstream f:oodinq 
and water quali=--y risks ar,d compare 
with "free-drainage" systems. The 
project will 
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Purdue 
University 

Project tie 

in the Northern 
Grea~ Plains 

Syste~s-based 

cropping 2.0: 
leveraging 

demonstrat~ons 

~h~ough Web-based 
~ools 

Systems to ~anage 
Swine Manure 

Wheat: 
Fallow, Soybea~, 

or Cover Crops 

FISCAL YEAR 2012 erG REPORT 

,'adoral 
Funds 

300,690 

177,646 

Ncm
Fedecal 

Funds 

30e,69) 

17'7, 

Rec=-pient 
on 

OK 

Project 
Area 

OK 

lK 

Purpose 

Northern Great Plains reg on. 
will aJ develop non-dra nage 
options tha~ reduce salin zation 
and sodif~cation in high risk 
soils, main~ai~ wildlife habjtat 
and reduce flooding risks along the 
Red, Missouri, and Mississippi 

a_illS 

qua:lt iry and corrunt:nicate the impact 
of biologically dive~se 

cal, 

conducive to 
project will deIonstTa~e and 
corrsnc.nicate adapcabilit:y and 
benefits of cover crops and "cover 
crop cocklails" to farmers, 
ranche~s, Extension personnel and 
NRCS 3nd develop v-leb
based plant available water 
estimator that will provide 
stakeholder utilit:y beyond the li~e 
of Lhe project and increase 

sibility of Extension and ~RCS 
services. 

systems (fa~low, 

soybea~, cover crops) for swine and 
crcp prodJcers that capture 

and release these 
for t:he subsequent 
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oct Title 

proje(;ts to 

pop',lla::ions 

manure app~icdtions. 
show ~he establishment 

field management systems 
crop trateqies with and 

swine ffidnure. Finally, the 
aims to tra~n prod~cers, 

ed~cators, NRCS staff, 
nutrient 
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Socoyome 
Resource 
ConservaL 
Sistrict 

oping a 
frJuter Qua~ity 
C::-ecU t 7rading 
Fra:nework for 

iforn:a 
Aqricultu~e in a 
tJ[arket Lh 
Demand 

':J67, 

fISCAL YEAR 2012 REPORT 

'Non

r'ederal 
Funds 

567, 8~)O 

RecipienL 
LO~2tion 

CA 

Project 
Area 

CA 

Purpose 

eco:ogical and econo~ic health of 
the Rocky t-lountaiJ:1 Front. 
project will differ ~ro~ 

tional approa~hes by focusing 
on scra~egics tha~ will naintain 
agricultural economi~ values by 
prev8nt~ng expansion of weed 
popu:ations, based on coordinated, 
strategic focus on ~he set of 
highest ~y actions 
posiLive economic retLrns. The 
projec: will employ ~ntegrated pest 
managemenc (e.g., prevention, 
locally successful niologica 
controls, spraying and pcllingl 

on the 9rior~ty actions 
necessary ~o achieve broaa-scale 
success across watersheds and 
provide framework for long-term 
sustainabiLLty. 
Tills eet proposes establish 
credi~~ng rates using the Nu~rient 
Track~ng (NTT) and other 
accepted crcdi~ calclilQt~on yethods 
(i£ not curren:ly avaiiable in NTl) 
and integra~c other credit 
calculators Jsed into NrT where 
possible and appropriate. The 
project will also define 
administrative, regulatory dGd 

eligibility requirements credit 
sel_ers a~d establish dnd refine 

~or certif Ion 
d~a monito~ing for traded cred~ts. 

wIll also assess future supply 
and demand [or the ~aguna water 
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Recipient 

Sustainable 
Conservatio~ 

Project Title 

Demonstrate 
quantify the 
etfec~iveness Jnd 

's 

Conservation 
Prac:::.ices for a 
S:.lstainable 
Agricultural 
System to Iraprove 
Soli 
Environmen-::.al 
Quality 2nd Far:n 
Prociuctivl-cy 

FISCAL YEAR 2012 CIG REPORT 

E'edera~ 

Funds 

483,950 

501,850 

Kon
Federal 

Funds 

484, 

599,809 

Recipient 
Location 

MO 

Project 
Area 

OA 

MO 

Purpose 

comrne;:"cial dairy. '".::'.tis 
dernonstrdtion wLll take place 
region with lim~ted availab~e 
cropJand, highly perxeable 
and i1 shaLlow qrou:1dwat-er 

This project wi.:l demonstrate 
environmental benefits of 
a production system focused on 
health and conservation practices. 
The projec[ alocs to measure 
detail redactions in soil erosion, 
nitrogen, phosphorous, and 
herbicide losses and sowe meas~re 
of pes~jcide losses co surface 
water. a~ms to enhance 
wildlife rich~ess and diversity by 
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r\oc:.pie::it 

The Curators of 
t~e Jej_versity 

Misso~ri 

_,-_____ F=-'=.I::.Sc,CrA:=Le.-EAR 2012 nc; REPORT 

?r-ojec-: Title 

Valida-;::c, improve 
and reg iono_l i ze 
pbospborL.:.s (2) 
indices to redGes 
P loss across the 

::::"egion 

Fede~al 

Funds 

,622 

Non
Federal 

F:Jr:as 

536,293 

Recipier.t 
Locat_i 

MO 

Project 
Area. 

lA, KS, 
r.v:O, NE 

Purpose 

and diversity of wildlife as a 
result of field edge buffers and 
cover crops. also aims to 
democstrate the economic benefits 
of adopting a prod~ction system oE 
soil health and co~serva~ion 
practices w ~h goaJ of 
exhibiting ncreased productivity, 
decreasing nput costs and 

p~osphorous ma~agement in lhe U.S. 
by developing a~d deDor:stra~ir:g 
proced~res that 8GSUre Phosphorous 
:ndices are appropriately Lested in 
accordance wit~ ~hc 2012 NRCS 590 
Standard by meeting the following 
objectives: Identifvi~Q the most 
effective strateg 
Agr i eu 1 tLral 201icy S:lv':"rcnmental 
Ext,ceder, 8xisLirig far.e-a:ld-
transport model, to eva:uate 
Phosphorous ilndices ~sing data 
from existir:g wa~ershed and large
plot studies; Eval~ati~g and 
:'mprove Cl.~.rrenL 2hospnorous Index 
forrnu~a t':"ons i 1 owa, Kansas I 
~issocri and Nebraska; evaluar.e and 
compare potential P :ndex 
for~ulations for use as a regional 
? Index n the regions of 
Iowa, Kansas, Missouri and 
Nebraska; ~nqagl~g farmers, 

serv':"ce providers, 
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Na~ilre 

Conservancy 

'-~itle 

Rundling in-field 
and off-fi8~d 
nut ent 
practices to 
reduce nutrient 
export, improve 
drinking water 
q~aLity, and 
~ddress hypoxia 
in 
Mexico 

FISCAL YEAR 2012 crG RE?ORT 

Federal 
Funds 

536,173 

Federal 
~;'unds 

536,175 

.Kecipien-c 
Location 

:L:" 

?roject: 
!;".rea 

IL 

Purpose 

recorn.lTLe:ldatior:.s in eac~ State, 
mo~e consistency across 

State borders, d:ld de~onstrdte the 
utility of va~ida~ed, calibrated p
indices for reducing P loss and 
protecting water quality; U:ld 
Co~labora"(ing wIth similar projec~s 
in Chesapeake Bay, ll~e South, and 
Lhe national overarching eJG 
pro~ect to faci~itate application 
of results to humid regions of the 
U.S. 
7his project will prov£de landowner 
outreach Jnd education ~o increase 
understandinq and stirr~ulate 

enrollment innovative 
conserva~io~ p~actices and programs 
and irr.plemcr:t an adaptive [Lltri 
management program and quantify its 
enviro~~e~tal performance. The 
project will also develop a~d 
yefine replicable and trarlsferable 
methods for producing watershed 
maps of tile-dr5ined areas and 
apply watershed tile ~aps to guide 
locatioIls for strategic outreach, 
wetland placement and moni~oring. 
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Rec 

The Ohio 
University 

tIe 

Evaluating/Updati 

FISCAL YEAR 2012 eIG REPORT 

F'ede ra 1 
Funds 

999,98"} 

Non
Federal 

Funds 

999,987 

Recipient 
Locat~on 

Oil 

Pro-j eet 
Area 

OH 

Purpese 

use efficiency and 
export and develop 
watershed-sca~e management program 
for sustainab:c ~~trl reduction 
that integrates ecosystem services 
(i.E~., paYlf,ent for services) with 
the nutrient management program 
developed d~rLng this project, 
previoJs research, exist~ng 

wdters~ed plans and current NRCS 

will quantitJ.tively, Ln-Lel]rate 
additional Best ManaqeTIent 
(BMP) options into the Ohio 

Ohio Phosphorous Index scores. 
project will also choose from a 
suite of additional BMP opti 
aid with management decisi 

their risk of phosphorous 
trarlsport (Ohio Phosphorous 
scores). This web-based 

so be used tor educatio~ 
and to ac~ively promote 
inplementation of t~e 
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Recipien:: 

T~ 

Pennsylvania 
Sta~e 

~~iversi~y 

?roject tie 

Ref and 
Hanr,oni:::j.ng 
Phosphorus 
Indices in the 
C:1(~sapeake Bay 
Region to Improve 
Critical Sot:.rce 
Area 
Ident=-::ication 
Qod ~o f"ddress 
Nctrienl 
l'-1anagemeEt 
Friorit.=-es 

Federal 
Fucds 

80] , 

fISCAL YEAR 2012 C[2G~R~E~:P~C~~R~'~rr-________ '-______________________________________ , 

Yederi1l 
E\.:nds 

Recipie:1t 
Location 

Project 
Area 

fA 

Pu:::pose 

analyses will be required LO 
oval~a~e/revise the Ohio 

Lu!.riel1t 
:·ecomn~cndatio:1s wi Lh the 

CO:1sistency wi~hin each of the 
Bay's four major physiograptic 
provinces. T~is regional project is 
one of (~hree regional, one 
nat.ional) proposed under 
coordiGatio:1 f 7, with goals 
to SLpport the refinement of Slate 
Phosphorous Indices and to 
demonstrate their accuracy in 
dentifying lhe magnitude a~d 

excent of phosphorous loss risk and 
their ut ty to ~~p~ove wacer 
qualiLy. The proposed project will 
promote innovations in phosphorous 
manageme~t at State (harwonizing 
Phosphorous Indices) and ~ocal 
(changes in behavior o~ farmers 
arld/o~ technical service providers 
developing and 
Phosphorous Ind 
enhance the health of 
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nSCAL YEAH 2012 CIG REPORT 

----,--------,---------------------------------, 
Federal 

ect. 1e F . ..1nds Purpose 

Maxir.1izing 
conservd'Cior: JD 
the Chesapeake 
Bay vJatershed 
with an 
~nr..ovaLive new 
way 
to early 
establLs~ment of 
cover crops 
no-tlll corn and 
.soybc:an 

Optimizing water 
and nitrogen 

tillage 
and legume cever 
crop systems [or 
California tODato 
and cotlon 
production 

688,68'.: 

33.3,074 

694,193 Pl\ 
NY, PA, 

333,074 CA CA 

Chesapeake Bay. The project 
involves six objectives designed to 
ens~re thar refinement af 
Phosphorous I~dicGS grounded in 
the best available science, 
reflec~s local co~ditions a~ci 

concerns and anticipa~es ixpacts to 

on-farm winter cover crop 
i interseeding dexonstra~lon trials 

across the Chesapeake Bay Watershed 
and document pertorma~lce of tt.e 
three-way interseeder. The project 
will also demonstrate the nu~rien~ 
ma~agement benefits of coupling 
~over crop ~nterseeding 
with an onl~ne nutrient 
too] (Adap~-N) and create case 
st~d farmers It w~ll also 
deve!op region-spccif~c cover 
inte:-seeding recomrnenciatio:ls for 
the Chesapeake Bay Wa~crshed acd 
provide this i~formation La 
producers throJgh innovative 
coy:ter.t de l:i very. 
Tho goals of project are to 
demonstrace soil qualiLy 
practices, ex~end quantitative 
irlforma~ion o~ the i~pacts 

soil nanagement practices 
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The U~iversiLy 
of Tennessee 

ect 

Farning 
Ddcl ve bees 

fen 
Energy 
ConservdLion 
Organic !ligh 
TU~Dej Production 
~h~ough Rain 
Water 
Utilization, 
Ventilation 
Ma~agement, Soil 
~ulches a~d Cover 
Crops 

FlSC:A!~ YEAR 2012 CIC; REPORT 

)\;on- ." 
1 .Rec~pl..ent 

Fede~a Location 
Funds 

1::6,656 120,] 82 Cl\ 

2S'J I 13D 257,601 TN 

CA 

Purpose 

adopt~on of precis~on 

1age a~6 cover crop practices. 
Adoption of these ~echniques would 
result in cheaper crop production 
syster.1s, increased carbon in the 
solI, red~ced fert 

This projec~ proposes a 
stable, ~osl-effecl~ve and 
suscalnable s~pplement LO honeybee 
pollination through ehe 
establ-=-s~lment new habi tat.s 

protect 
bees. The 

Dees and 
to 
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Fro:) ':'i tle 

On-Farm 
Production and 
fjti~ization of 
Energy to Meet 
Wl!ltertime 
Heacing Neods at 
BroiLer Chicken 
Grow-o~t E'ar~s 

E~lergy savings 
through hollst 
p~annE:;d qcaziEg 
and manage:-ne::-lt 

Federal 
Fl..:nds 

fISCAL YEI\R 2012 CrG R~:PORT 

:)25,255 T:J 

66,365 I VT 

TN 

WV, PA, 
NY, ;·m, 
NJ, VT, 
('.'IE, CT, 
RI, MA, 

MD, 

s~stainable ~eL~ods 

demo~st~atio~s, field days, 
workshop presenLa~jons and 

"terms order to help farmers 
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The Xe~ces 
Society, 

Tolan: ~ake 

Inc 

Project Titl~) 

Kexl steps 
pol:inator 
conserva~ion: 

Opera~ions and 
~alnter:ance, 

FISCAL YEAR CG ?,E?ORT 

997, 815 1 

485,703 

Non
Federa2. 

i"unds 

998,751 I 

4 8 ~I , 260 

Recj.p.-Lent 

Location 

OK 

AZ 

Bet 
Area 

DE, VA 

CA, OR, 
MN, MY 1 

~l J, NJ, 
?A, MA, 
NE, FL, 
WY, M'r' 

"' :LN, TX 

AZ 

inpu::.s. 
energy ir:.puts 

f\]rpose 

a range of grazinq 
prac~ices of whIch a minioJrn 
will incl~de farms using the 
holiscic p~anned grazi~g 
Included in the anaLysis 
energy sav~ngs from foed 
production, manure 
use of soi~ 
compared to 

This p~ojGC~ proposes to deve]op a 
Lo~g-Term Operations and 
Maintenance Guidance 
Es~ablished Habitats. This will 
advance the Science of ~labltat 
Restoration Using Organic 
Technique, will increase ~he 
Availability of High Value Plant 
Materials and will assess ~he 
Effectiveness of Restoration for 
?olilnator Communities. 

The project goal is dernO:'lstrate 
the envi~on~entaj, economic and 
socia-cultural effectiveness and 
sustal~ability of so~ar energy 
sysL:.ems for pump~Jtg irrigation-
qua~Litles of water. The eet 
will also encourage and facilitate 
the adoption of such systems among 
~avajo, HopL and other Tribal 
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Trout Unlim:tcci 
Methow Basin 
Water Exchanqe 

FISCAL YEAR 2012 CIG REPORT 

FederaL 
FiJnds 

195,766 

Non
federa 

r'unds 

424,242 WA 

ProjecL 
Area 

WA 

Purpose 

his project builds on Lhe 
nvestreents of NRCS and othe~ 
unders in irrigation efficiency 

through che development of the 
Methow Basi~ Wate~ Exchange 
CooperatLve Project (WEe), an 
innovative approach to enhance 
ins~ream flows in the MeLhow River 
and its two largest tributaries. 
~his will be done while 
facilitacing a forma~ized water 
exchange to other aqrLcultural 
water 11sers. The WEe, inspired by 
the agricu~tural governance 
struc~ures of exchanges and farmer 
cooperaLives, will be sGpported by 
participation of lecal stakeholders 
includj.ng agriculture producers, 
water users and others providing 
oversight over i~tegraced habi~at 
and water plannlr:g documen~s. It 
will eCSQre the protectLo~ of 
ins~ream ~lows, sharing of 
informatLon and identification 
agricultural water needs suctl that 
water transfers to other ~sers 
would ensure benefits co both fish 
and farms. 
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~ecipien:: 

TUE? kegec! 
university 

University of 
Arkansas 

Iuskegee 
University-Black 
Belt Photo
irrigation 
Project (~U-2GP) 

Identi fy ~J!e,::hods 

to Re:i:1e 
PhosphoC1S 
Indices and 
Synthesize 
Extend Lessons 
and Outcomes from 
Tnree Regional 
lndexir:g E£forrs 

F:::SCAL YEAR 2012 eIG REPORT 

Federal 

996,500 

57,924 

Non
FedEJrdl 

1,000,000 

S7,924 

Recipient 
Locatio~ 

AL 

AR 

Project 
Acea 

AI, 

DE, MO, 

NY I r[J.., 

VA, ItJV, 

:'A, KS, 
MO, NE, 
AR, 
CI\, KY, 
MS, NC, 
OK, SC, 
TN, TX 

Pu::::-pose 

itiate effective 
dernorls~ratjons on limi~ed ~esource 

=ar:ners, new and beginning farmers 
and socially disadvantaged farmers 
chat provide the steady production 
capacity needed to meet marke-:: 
opportuni~ies thar have become 
available bec3:Jse co~ercial 
retailers are seeking to market 

y and sus~a~nably grown 
produce to customers who heavily 

and envir"onmerH:a11y 

approved ~nder the 590 Scandard. 
This ect will compare 
Phosphorous Index risk assessreents 
wi~h water qua]i~y data and 
validated predlc~ive models for the 
combined field and watershed si~es. 
1::. v-li11 aLso synt.hesize, sGrnmarize 
and des~ribe science-based 
~ntorTation and lessons learned 

three regional Phosphorous 
. c., 
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Rec"ipient Proj Get 'I'i tic 

Expanding the 
Imp:erLentation. 
Capacity of 
Practice 799 

Innova'Cive 
Approaches "C.O 
Capture 
aLd Air 
Enissions 
Poultry 
Operation.s 

rlSCAL YEAR 2012 CIG REPORT 

Federal 

969,296 i 

, 46:: 

Non
Federal 

Funds 

969,300 

Recipient 
Locatio~ 

Ai'. 

DE 

Project 
Area 

l\R 

DE, AR, 
PA 

States 

~ower-Cost Sampling Devices [or 
Sdge-of-Field Monitoring in tte 
Lower MississippL River Valley. 
project will derncnstra:e 
options for prototype 

tream ga~ge to reduce travel 
and develop and deliver 
Field Mo~jto:lng 

The overal::" gea 
to help broiler producers adopt 
viable, praeticd_, economical 
effective strategies La improve 
their environmental performance, 

I meet aoolicable Federal and S 
reqJirements on alr a~d water 

! quali:.y and ::0 achieve strong, 
. sustai~able productive a~d 
profitable broiler produci~g 
opera::ions. Demonstration sites 
will be broiler producers in 
Arkansas, Delaware arld 
Pennsylvania. 
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. . Federal 
ReCIpIent Funds Purpose 

Ver~cnc Agerlcy 
of Agriculture, 
Food & Markets 

Nutrien~ tradl~q 

system 
establishment 
Vermon~ 

781,226 VT VT 

The project goals are to establish 
and irnp:ement an innovative, 
fle ibIe, cost-effective water 
qua ity trading initiative to 
actl eve ne~ reductions ~n 

phosphorus loadings into Lake 
Champlain. The project will involve 
and improve collaboration among 
point sources (publicly ow~ed waste 
water treatment facilities and 
municipalities) and nonpcint 
so\]rces (far~ing sector) and 
identify cost- effectj.ve solut~ons 
fo~ actieving phosphorus load 
reduc~ions. It will also provide 
incentives to achieve 
reductions from point sources 
~on-point sources and spur 
producers to implement best 
manageme~t prac~ices beyond 
regula~ory requirements by 
nutrien~ tradi:lg model. The 
will aJso achieve other benefi 
including enhanced ecosystem 
function, i~proved soil 
a~ the farm, improved econonic 
viability of the farming 
greater food security 
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Recipie0':. 

West Virginia 
University 
Research 
Corporation 

Proj Title 

Irr,pr-ovi:lg soil 
heQ~t:h and 
nutrient 
recycling wi t:~~ 
cover crops for 
beg~"nning bigh 
[unne} specialty 
crop growers 

Multi-sta~e 

Agency g~idance 
for wat.er quality 
tradi::lg: StaLe 
agencies building 
snared trading 
po] & tools 
tor the Pacl 
Northwest a~d 
beyond 

FISCAL YEAR )012 eIG REPOR~ 

Federal 
Funds 

82,911 

~/589,751 

Fede:::-a1 
Funds 

89,635 

1,6C7,240 

RecipienL Project 
IJocation Area 

I 

wv 

OR 

wv 

OR, ~"JA, 

ID 

Purpose 

The project purpose is to 
demonstrate the integration of 
cover crops to high tunnel 
produ~t.ion systems. The additive 
effects of high Lunnels and cover 
crops will be demonstrated to 
begin~ing, limited resource hiq~ 
~unnel producers. Cove~ crops will 
be shown to facilitate rota~ions, 
as well as improving soil health, 
reduc~ng 1 moisture evaporation, 
fertilizer applica~ion, secondary 
ti~lage and weed emergence. 
The primary objecc~ve of ~his 
effor~ is to secure melt i-state 
consensus and Environmental 
Protection Agency support for a 
Join~ Regio~al Agreemen~ that will 
incl~de: multi-stale agency 
guidance; general restoration 
pro1ect and Best Manageree~t 
Practices q~ality standards; credj 
tracking procedures; and acco'-_l:1:'ing 
me~hods fo~ \\credi~s'r ~hac can be 
used in water quality trading for 
nu~rients (nitrogen and phosphorus) 
and temperature in Oregon, 
Washinqton and idaho. All Ll1ree of 
these States ar~d Environmer.tal 
Prot.ect":'on Ager:.cy have some form of 
guidance or framework in p~ace ~o 
l~form water q~ali~y trading, 
providing a strong £oundat_on from 
whicn to develop a JoL::lt Regi.onal 
Agreement 
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Recipient 

Wy'East 
Resource 
Conservation 
and Developrr:ent 
Counei.:, Inc 

Total 

Project Title 

VARIABLE SPESD 
DE:VE ENF:EGY 
OPTHll ZATTO" 

FISCAL YEAR 2012 CrG REPORT 

!Tederal 
Funds 

163,645 

No 
2eder, 

Fuetds 

ect 
Area 

OR 

Purpose 

The project results w~ll detail the 
best practices for irLigation pumps 
with an existing variable speed 
drive (VSD) and fcture VSD sys~ems. 

Actual energy sav~r:gs, water 
s~vings and emissions ~eductions 
will be reported for each of the 
three years. Practical control 
a2gorithms will be provided based 

energy conservation, watering 
uniformity and simplicity of 
operation. The da~a collected and 
criteria' establis~ed will be 
transEerable to all irrigation 
purr.ping systems that u::'ilize VSD.s. 
The project is innovatjve because 
it b~ilds o~ an energy savings 
device that is currently hei~g ~sed 
and takes t~e technology to the 
next level resulting in additional 
energy co~servatlon. The focus 
on energ efficiency, reduced water 
consumpt on and meeting the 
producer s needs. 
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C()OPEKP~T 1 VE CONSERVAT [ON ?I\RTNERSHI P INI T T l\T 1. VE 

Mr. Aderholt: Please p~ovide a list of the Cooperative Conseyva~ior: 
Partnership Initiative grants awarded in fiscal year 2012. Please include 
information on ~he recipien~, State where the recip~ent is located, amo~nt of 
the at,.-Jard, purpose, and v-1:Je'::her ar~y non':eder-al :u:1ding was provided. 

Hesponse: NRCS enters i~lCO Cooperative Conservation Parlnershlp 

I~itia~jve agreements (~ot grants) with recipients. 7he ove~a~l fu~ding fer 
to'..>r-year agreemencs s::arting in fiscal. year (FY) 2012 was $79,429,934. The 

total fund~ng for the first agreements in FY 2012 was $8,359,768. 

:he partner contribution is the value of i~-kind services =he part~er 
anticipates providing in life-span of the agreenent. The renaining yoars 

of the awards are based on the ava labjli funds. The agreeQents 

allocate funds ~hrough covered programs :tho Enviro~mental Q~ality Incentives 
Program, the Wi:dlife ~Iabitat Incentives Program, the Chesapeake Bay 

Wa~ershed Initiative, and the Conservation Stewardship Progra~). Each fiscal 

year, NRCS can award up to s~x percent of proqra~ fu~ds each program's 

fiscal year allocation. 

[The infor~atio~ follows:] 
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COOPERA':IVE PJl,RTNERSHIP AGREEMENTS 

Total 
Recipient Federal 

I 

No:o-Federal 

RecipienL. I LOC~tiorl FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 Funding Purpose Funding 

To reauce 
nitrogen, 

phosphoroJs 
and sediment 

Bayou Meto de:ivery to 
",later the edge of 
Management the field by 

Dis::ricr:. AR $607,225 84,866,043 I $3,707, 3eD $496,708 $9,677,276 30 perce~lt. $2,395,100 

To improve 

water quality 

by reducing 
nitrogen, 

phosphorous 

and sedimen:-. 
loadin(). To 

improve 

Bayou Meto wildlife 

Water habitat and 
Management restore 
District A[-( 618,395 4,959,126 3,779,905 522,592 9,880,018 wetlands. 677,500 
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COOPERATIVE PARn;ERSHIP AGREEfv1ENTS 

I 
Tota: 

Recipient Federal Non-Federal 

Recipient --L Location 
FY 2012 FY 2C13 FY 2014 FY 2015 Funding Purpose Funding 

i 
To ~mprove 
water quality 
by reducing 
nitroge:1, 

phosphorous 
and sediment 

~oading. To 

East improve 
Arkansas wild~i!:'e 

Enterprise habitat and 
Comr:luni t y , restore 

:nc. AR 64,190 485,328 605,347 60,010 ,2U,875 wetlands. 319,OeO 

10 reduce 
nitrogen, 
phosphorous 
and sediment 
delivery to 

the 
watershed, 

Mississippi 

M~ com':1 
2, pc" s,h31 " 3) 

I River and 
Conserva-ej_on Gulf of 

l~:~: ~c_t ____ AR 
495,163 49,515 4,951,632 Mexico. 87 

---~-
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Recipient 
Location 

AR 

!I.R 

COOl?ERA'T'IVS PAR'T'NERSfl:::P AGS.E~MENTS 

FY 

865, 1 3,794, 

127, 

63,229 

Total 
Federal 
Funding Purpose 

To 

282,960 

640,000 
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Recipient 

Location FY 

COOP~RATIVE PARTNE.RSHIP AGREEMENTS 

FY 2015 

and enhance 

wetlands, 

wildlife and 

other 

ecosystem 

services. 

No~-Federal 

Funding 

f-------~---+-- ----f---- --- j-----1------------+-:::-----;--,-------+----------

Jackson 
County 

Conservation 

Crittenden 
Conservation 

AR 

AR 

900 C16,OO() 

012,054 

1,064 1 000 719,000 

512,054 1,34,55:1. 

field 
~anagement 

practices 
prevent 
leaching of 
~iLrogen and 

keep sedi~ent 
and 

phosphorus in 
~he field, 

whiJ.e at ;:he 
saxe L~_me 

rr.aintdinlng 

agricultural 

3, 02~, 900 I produc:tion. 

1, 286 

To reduce 
nutrient and 
sedi~ent 

'Od 
cd 
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pi.ent 

FY FY 2013 

Visla 

IA 332,666 624,5]] 

St'l)'CD 435,020 

JOO 982,519 

PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENTS 

FY 2014 FY 2C15 

584,574 

14,7C3 260, 

1,207,50] 1,211,862 

TOLal 

Federal 
Funding Purpose 

To irnplerr,ent: 
field 
management 
pract i_ces to 

prevent 

leaching of 
ni t.rogc:1 a;}d 
keep sedimer:.t 
and 
phos~)horus 

the ld, 

',...,hile at the 

same -:::.ime 

:naintaining 
agr.icJl.tural 

1, 541, 751 I production. 

To reduce 
nitrogen and 
phosphorous 

1,251,133 I loadi:-lg. 

3, 

To improve 

wa::.er q:.J.ality 
by red'.Jcinq 
nlcrogen, 
phosphoro~s 

and sedime~ 

jmprove 

Jnqt.:;.antif'::"ed 
in-kind 

Jnqt.:;.antified 
in-kind 

10,000 
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ReclpieClt 

Cr-:.ickasaw 

SWCD 

C()()PER}'I'nVE PAR'l'NERSHI P AGREEMENTS 

Rec:Lpient 

Location 

1A 

FY 2012 

67,020 

FY 2013 FY 2014 

624,9'.)6 728,610 

KY 2,000,000 

FY 2015 

51~,267 

2,500,000 

Total 

FU:lding Perpose 

wildlife 
habj"ta:c and 
restore 
wetlands. 

To reduce 
nutrient and 
sedircent 
loading in 

the Cedar 
1,934,853 I River. 

6,500,000 

To improve 

lrJater quality 

by rEducing 
nit..roger., 
phosphoroCls 
and sediment 
loading. To 
In:provE? 

wildlife 
habitat ana 

restore 
wetlands. 
Extensive 

outreach. 

NOI1-Federal 

Fending 
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:D 

Recipient 
Location FY 

JO 

COOPEPAT 1 VE PA?':NERSHI? AGtzEEMENTS 

FY 201 ~ FY 20]5 

222, '100 222,700 

,000 350,000 350,000 

364 

Total 

Federal 

Funding Purpose 

To reduce 

n L t rogan ac.d 
phosphorus 

contributions 

whi 1e 

imp cov i ng L r.C':; 

func-t.ionQ:'ity 
of '[he 

ecosystems 
and 

5upportiLg 

a;rricu=-tt.:ral 
86S, 800 I produstiv,i~y. 

To redL:ce 
nut.rlents d:1d 

2.,lOO,OOD I sedi.:nent. 

To accelerate 
conservation 
to improve 

water 
q~lalitYf 

n~d intain 
agricc.ltural 
prod'Jctivir.y 

],700,000 I and improve 
wildlif" 

90,000 

135,476 

~i4,564 
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I 

Recipient 

Locacion 

MO 

MO 

,'Y 2012 

366,188 

COOP:;RATIVE PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENTS 

2013 FY 2014 FY 20:.5 

608,420 623,445 :092,250 

585,203 58:),203 540,652 

Total 

E'ederal 
~~unding Purpose 

habitat. 

To accelerate 

conservatLoc 
to irEprove 

water 
quaIl ty, 

mai:1'Cal:1 

agricultural 
prodClctiv:ety 

and improvE) 

wildlife 

2,190,303 I habitaT:. 

To redclce 

nutrier:t and 

sediment 
2,251,711 I runoff. 
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COOPSRATIVE: PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENTS 

Total 

Recipient Federal "on-Federal 

Locatior: FY 2012 FY 201 FY 201t, FY 2015 Funding P'Jrpose Funding 

To reduce 
nutrient and 

sediment 
rLnoff from 

Unquantified 

MS SWCC MS 688 99, in-kind 

water quality 

by reducing 

nutrient and 

sedirnent (]:-:tquantified 
Mercer SWCD Oll 700,000 I 1, 000, in-kind 

conservation 

to improve 

water 
quality, 

ma~ntain 

agriculturaJ. 

productivity 

Robercs 

247,28 7 1 442,5781 639,4471 

and improve 

Conservation wildlife 

SD 608,858 1,938,170 habitat. 
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,-.-~--~---~--~--

COOPERATIVE PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENTS 

Total 

RecipIent Federal Non-Federal 

Recipient Loca'::ion FY 2012 ,y 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 Funding Purpose Lmding 

---c-_· 
To identify 

highest 

so'U.rces of 
agricultural 

nitrogen and 

phosphorous, 

and tarqet 

conservation 

Dane County efforts to 

Land and reduce 
Water :1utrient and 

Resource sediment 

District WI 200,000 350,000 350,000 425,000 1,325, COO loading. 13, ODD, 000 

Totals 8,359,768 31,697,984 28,214,195 11,157,987 79,429,934 23,442,1:4 

~----
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CONSE?'VATION S2CORI':'Y Pl:\OGRAt-l 

Mr. Aderholt: the Conservation Security Program, p:ease provide 
l:he t.o::.al nu::nber of (;x stinq cOC1tracts, tncLudinq the fundinq dssociated with 
them, their location ( tate), the Dunber of years reDdi:1ing on -+:::-"]8 contracts 
and the total estimate payments. 

Response: The followinq table summartzes the ;lumber of active 

Conservation Security ?rogram (CSP) by Sta~e and funding associa~cd 

~.."i th :hem, t~eir location number of years rc:naining 0:1 the contract and the 
estiI1.ate of payments. 

~The information follows:] 

Conservation Securi::.y Prograrr. Contract Information 

State 

Alabarra 

Alaska 

ArIzona 

Arkansas 

Cal.i..focn'::d 

Carii::mea!l. 

Colorudo 

ConneCclcc;t 

Delaware 

Georgia 

Hawaj .i 

ldaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Existing 
CO:1tracts 

83 

659 

326 

3 

205 

12 

33 

141 

442 

524 

462 

1,211 

448 

Conlracts Expiring by Fisca_ Y~ar 

2013 2014 201S 2016 2017 

-

-

73 527 58 

2 -)4 51 41 

2 -

n l7S -

2 10 

16 ;7 -

34 :)0 55 2 

2 

16 240 185 

1"12 312 39 

]09 298 53 

134 I 1,002 99 

~3 360 34 

P.ema~nir.q 

Cost($) 
2013-2017 

52,555,817 

43,062 

383,8~2 

6,375,213 

",i7l 867 

6,78J 

5, LB, 199 

4 'i! 11 

594,634 

3,078,472 

21,734,939 

8,6·0,408 

30,39~,O==O 

lO,:i..42,J33 
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Cont.racts t:xpiring by F~sci:il Year 2.eI:laining 

Existing Cost($) 
S~(}te ~ontrac:::s 20·c3 2014 20·5 2016 2011 2013-?O17 

Kent:u(~ky 4" 21 20 1 ?13,800 

Lou~s~ctr:a .8 - ~::., - 217,256 

Maine:: 27 25 /'~44!829 

Maryland 259 14.3 106 2,835, 134 

MassachLlset.t.s 3 P,490 

",:chigan 444 '05 278 leB f,28~,602 

Minnesota J07 39 2~3 14 8, 154,672 

Mississippi 38 - ] 8 )0 453,665 

MissoJ.rj 1.,143 51 807 278 39,94 ! , i~3 

MO:-ltana 321 38 230 SO 14,52.8,313 

Nebrask6 B09 38 355 363 48 14,847,15S 

Nevada 29 27 301, 6D6 

New 0ersey 16 13 ~3:" "40 

?\ew Mexico 68 12 '06 - 1. 308,396 

Now York 88 70 15 464,864 

No[~h Caro~" ina 40 38 1,189,771 

North Dakota 236 lSb 74 "0,314,806 

Ohio 903 218 3<13 338 - ] 9, 42~, 694 

Oklahorr.a 536 17 47 e.C 2 4,156,133 

Oregon 8S? i 34 654 g4 - 34,670, 163 

Paci fie Basirr 5 43,071 

PenClsylv2Tiia 12.7 19 66 35 648,2'02 

Khode Iscand - 3 .L ,,-,904 

Sout~h Carolina ;59 46 69 :11 2, 540,516 



621

State 

Sout.h Ddkold 

't'ennessee 

Texas 

U~ah 

V;cginLa 

West Virginia 

Wyo:ning 

Sxisti:lg 

Cor:tr:-acts 

09 

49 

68 

134 

3 

?2.~ 

63 

12,355 

Contracts Sxpiring by ¥isca: Yea! 

2013 2014 201') 2016 

26 31 

14 35 

]] 48 

61 

2. 

i5 

16 38 

56 -

, 73 12 I 

51; 57 

l,S9f) "/,370 3,2.30 

Data So:..;:::-ce: ElroTrac::s FY 2012 Ecd ::;f Year Sceport 

Rer:la ininq 

Cost,S) 
2013-2017 

1,73.3,949 

53D 43') 

1, 9G8, 106 

5,096,301 

46,758 

348,451 

'J, 066, 475 

~38,39'l 

5, C86, 839 

2, 80C, 529 

794,c,63,8,'') 

Mr. Aderholl: How oar:.y ne1;",r conservaLion pract ices were i:ls-::alled u:1der 
the Conservation Securj~y Progra~? 

Rcspo:1se: Pi.ease nd below a tabJe t~at identifies the :lumber of ~ew 
conservat ion pract ices d;]d ennancerr.ents installed hy p::act i ce. 
particular, thpre ~-Jere ~4, 

Conservation Security Progran. 

i:lfor~dtio~ follows:] 

nAw co~serva~jon practices insta 
::n 
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Prac~ices Installed in FY fran 
,-________ -.-'c"o"n.:::s_ervation SCcllrity Program Contrac'r"s 

Practice Practice Naree 
Practice 

COGnt 

~3~1-,4 _______ -r_s_r_u_s_',_~_a_r_\_a-"ge_m_e_n_'_c ______________ ~ 
328 Conservatior. Crop Rota~ion 

380 Wi~dbreak/Shelterbelt Establishment. 

~3~8~2 _______ -r_,_e_n_c_e ____________________ -+ _________ ~ 
393 Fil~er Strip 2 

410 

412 

422 

516 

561 

585 

590 

59" 

614 

648 

EAM 

EDR 

Grade S~dbilizaLion StrucLure 

Grassed Waterway 
----------------+------------~ 

Hedgerow Planting 

Livestock Pipeline 

Heavy Use Area Protection 

Strip c:'.."opping 

Nutrient ['1anagerr,eiit 

Integrated h~.5t. MaDage:r~ent (2".PM) 3 
Watering ,acllit:y 

Wildlife Watering Facility 3 
Enhancement - Air Resource Mana.gement 1 667 

Ea 'lancemen ~ - ::Jra lnage _M_'d __ n_'"-,,-9_e :_ne_-:1_t_-_____ +--____ ...:2::.:5'--4'-1 

~E~E~~~-------r-E-n~h-a-n-c-c-n-e-n--t---E-,'n-e---r9~y_M_a_n_a~g_e_m_e_n_t _________ +-____ -,g~ .. ~ 
Enhancement - Grazing Manageme~~ 3,719 

FH~I Enhanceme~l - Habitat ~anage~ent 7,361 

r_~' __ ~n~, ______________ -r_E_~_h_a_n_c_e_~_,e_n_L __ -__ ~_'U __ 'LrienL _M_d_n_a~g_e_n_,e __ r_it ____________ +-________ -,9~,_7~1~]~ 
C,["l.J Enhancement - Plant Manager:tent. 134 

~=_l ___ ~~~~~~~~~ __ ~~~~~~~~ ______________________ lT~·o~t~a~~~ ________ ~5i~4, __ __ 
Data Source: ProTrccts - FY 2013 2nd Q'rR 



623

CONSERVA'::'-=O~ STEt'V\RDSHIP PROGAAtv1 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the number of ac~es 
bee~ enrolled in the Co~servation Stewa~dstl~p Program? 
enrolled in fiscal year 2013? What 1s the average cost 

per 
nOW 

per 

year ~hat have 
[;lany will bc 
acre of 

enrulled contracts? What is the average acreage enrolled per farm? 

Rc..;sponse: ;'he table below i.dentifies the nu:cber acres per year that.. 
have been enrolled and remain active in the Conservation Stewardship Program. 
NRCS estimates that 12.2 to 12.6 million new acres will be enrolled in fiscal 
year 2013. The average financial assista~ce cost per acre ~or all en~o21ed 
contracts is $13.51. The average acreage c~rolled per [arm is 1,275 acres. 

[The ir.formation follows:: 

Acres 

24,503,985 

12, 489 

$J . 

1,275 

Data Source: Conservation S~(>wardshLp Program 2017. ~eport 

Note: FY 2010 had two signups. 
enrolling more than 12,769,000 

Office of Management and Budget authorized 
in FY 2010. Acres in excess of ,769,000 for 

fY 2010 represen~ rolled over acres FY 2009 enrollnent target. 
Applications the up were evaluated at end of FY 2809 and 
the contracts were sig!l.ed in FY 

. Adern02. t: Ho\\' iT'.uch fu~ding was allocated to mai::ltain exist 1.ng 

practices and how much was allocated new pracLices year 2012 
for the ConservatioL Stewardship Proqt'an'? How much is estimated tJ ~)e 

allocated ~hcse purposes in +iscal year 2013? 

Response: The table below identifies t~c financial assistance anount 
of funding allocated ~o ex~sti~g practices and to ~ew practices in FY 2012 
and estimated for 2013. 

[The informa~io~ follows: 
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W'C~'LANDS RF:SF.RVE PROGRAM 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a chart showing the c~mulative total 
numbe.!:' of acres enrolled i!l. perrna:1e:;;!: eascmc:l.ts r 30-year easements, 30-year 

agreements with Tribes, and restoration agree~ents in the Wetlands 
Reserve Program. Please also provide the actual acreage enrollmenL by 

category for fiscal year ~. 

Response: TabLe 1 below includes Lhe cGm'Jlative total number of acres 

enrolled in per~anent casements, 30-year easements, 30-year agreeroe~ts wi 
ibes, and ion cost-share agree~ents in the Wetlands Reserve Program 

(WRP). Table 2 below provides ~he actual acreage cnrollmect by category for 

fiscal year 2012. 

formal. lon [allows: 1 

Table 1: WRP CumllLat.ive Enrolled Acres by Sr::ol1~rle8L Type f~.scaL Years 
19n 2012 

:r:Erol~ment Type Cunula:::ivc Acres 

30-Year Easemen~ 451, :86 

Permanent Easement 2,0)3,291 

Res~oration Cost-Share Agreement ,24 601 

3C-Year Co~tracts with Tribes 3 043 

Total 2. 652 121 
S. ,ceo NE:ST Octob. 4,2012 

Note: Enrollments include active a~d completed agreements ied durL~g 
respec:::ive ~iscal years. Enrollment ac:eages are subject to change (e.g. 
ag~eemen~ may be cancelled; acres may jnc~ease or decrease d~e to survey, 
etc.) . 

Table 2: WRP Enrolled Acres by 2nrollTf'enc Type Fiscal Year 2012 

E:nrolln:ent Type Acres 

3D-Year Easereent 42,366 

?cr::-nanent Easement 136,998 

Restora~ion Cost-Share Agreement 703 

30-Year Con:racts with Tribes 682 

Total 180,749 

Source: NEST, October 4, 2012 

Note: hnrol..-Lme:1ts .Lnc..:.ude actlve a:cld comp ..... eted agreemer::ls ecro2..1ed c.urIng 
respective fiscal years. E~roll~en~ acreages are subject to change .g. 
agreement may be cancelled; acres ~ay ~Gcrcase or decrease due to ssrvey, 

et.c. ) 

Mr. Aderholt: How muc~ fundi~g was located to pernanent easements, 
30-year ease~er:tsf 30-yea:c agreements with Tribes, and restoration cost-share 



625

ag~eemen~s in fiscal year 2012 in :he We~lands Reserve Program? wtat is the 

Lechnical assistance cost assoclaled wlLh each? 

Response: The to~al 7~ndir.g obligated permanent easements, 
30-year easements, 30-year contracts with 'fribes and restoration cost-share 
agreements in fiscal year 2012 in the Wetlands Reserve 2rogram (WRP) shown 

the table below. 

The wap technical assistance obligated in fiscal year 2017 was 
approxiI'.l.ately $59.4 million. T.r.e NRCS Lime accounting system does :lot record 
time at lhe enrolment type level, thus NRCS does not have data for :echnical 
assistance at this scale. 

[The i!1 'Cornatiof'. follows: 1 

Wet~ands Reservo Prog~a~ 
2 j seal Year 2012 F'und_~ ng SUYr0Tary by Agree;-:]ent ~ype 

Agree!Eer:t Type 

30-Year Easements & 3C-Year Cont~act wi.~h Trices 

?ermanent Ease~e~ts 
Restola~ion Agree~ents Associated with Easemen~s 
Yea, Contracts wi~h Tribes 
Restoration Cosl-Shctre Agrecmc:1ts 

30-

l\nount 

$48,302,364 
298, ~rll,820 

:25,::'~~,420 

',333,4'02 
21 SaLa is not_ dvai..l..ab.":..e to -orsak out fur.dinq for Restoratio:-'l Iv~reefJents 
associated Easenents or 30-year Contracts with by ~ype of 
agree:ne~t . 

Y:r. Aderhojt: W~at was the average cos:::. o[ permdnent easemeil:'S, 30-
yeac easeroen~s, 30-year agreements with Tribes, and restoration cos:::-share 
ag~eements for the Wotlands Rose~vc Program for fiscal year 2012? 

Response: T~e year 20J7 average cost of permar:.ent easements, 
30-year easerrents, 3C-year co~trac~s with ~ribes, and res~oration cos~-share 
2greemen~s for We~lands Reserve Proqram is in tho tab]e below. 

Wetla~ds Reserve P~ogra~ 
Fiscal Year 2012 Summary of Average Cost by Agree~rent Type 

l'ype of Agree~ent 

30-Yea= Ease~ents & 30-Year Con~ract 
with Tr~bes 
Permanent ~asements 
Rest-orat ion Cost-Sha:c-e .A..greeTfL8::it 

Average 9cr 
l\greer.cent. 

S167,7~6 

434,552 
66,67/ 

Mr. Aderholt: P~ease provide a chart showi~g WRP enrollmerlts, 
including acres, contracts and associated funding by State. 

Response: The chart below incl~Jdes f! seal year 2012 1fietlands Reserve 

Program (vvRP) enroll:rents by State. ':ihe d21ta inclLl.des Tl:.lmber of agrcoIT:ents, 
acres led, and associated costs. associat.ed costs are 
represented by boLh financial and technical assistance funds ob:igated at the 
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State ~evel in fiscal year 2012. Fiscal year 2012 obligations include 

obligations for both 2012 enrollments a~d associated cos~s for 2J12 and oLher 
year enrollrr:ents. Fina::1cial daLa .should not be i.ncorporaLed wi programmatjc 
enrollment data to derive d cost per acre or cost per agreement as ~he 

inclusion of other year enrollme~t financial data will cause a skewed 

average. 

l The information follows: i 

Fisca 1 Year 2012 \'JRP Snrollmern:s and Obligat:icns by State 

State 

Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

Cal i forn;a 

Co::'orado 

CODe;ecLcUL 

Delaware 

Florida 

~e()rgia 

Kawai i 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kentucky 

Maine 

MacyLand 

£>ldssachusetts 

r-lichigan 

t1in::1csota 

Mississippi 

Missour-i 

Montana 

Tot:al Count of 
Agreemenxs 

15 

48 

33 

18 

;0 

, 2 

23 

53 

28 

14 

13 

106 

33 

53 

10 

Total :Sum of 
EnroLled 

Acres 

1,442 

9,:':>OS 

9,496 

219 

l40 

23,099 

8,CJ7 

606 

2 I 119 

4,814 

50~ 

4,33..L 

19,421 

1,115 

2JO 

596 

1] ,897 

7,7CO 

5,259 

1, t; 0: 

Financial 
Assjstance 
Associated 

Ccst.s 
Ob] Lgat:l.ons 

(in thousar..ds) 

$7,507 

10 

26,559 

35,6:)j 

970 

29 

6r, 

74,801 

13,Qll 

~)5 

2,496 

5,666 

7,883 

29,077. 

2,406 

15,235 

37,587 

384 

5,654 

2f~LjO 

3, Bl3 

27,434 

21,616 

; 7,124 

2,993 

Technlcal 
Assistance 
Associa::::.ed 

Costs 
ObligatioCls 

(in thousands) 

$1,165 

122 

J, .'36 

2,440 

33~ 

46 

106 

11,2:,5 

1,037 

leo 
270 

1,1:)'0 

1,246 

2,.2 96 

732 

900 

6,916 

lC1 

721 

141 

692 

3,~30 

2,026 

1,916 

')02 
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Financial Te;::hnical 
Assistance Ass.:stan:::::e 
Associated Associated 

Total Sum of Costs Costs 
rota~ Count of Er:rolled ObI igations Obliga"tlons 

State AgrE~ernents Acres (in lhousac.dsi (in tho'J.sands) 

Nevada 

New Harr.pshire 

New Jersey 

New iVlexlco 

New Yor;'; 

)\;o..-th CaLo:lna 

Nor:h Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklaioma 

OregoG 

PenGsylvar:ia 

Puerto Rico 

S-hode Island 

South Carolina 

Souc:.h Dak01:a 

:e::"nessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Verr10Gt 

Virqinia 

Washington 

\'lose Virginia 

VJisconsi.n 

Wyor:unq 

! Total 

~lr ~ Aderhol t: 

costs, have been so1d 

6,136 3,982 l37 

19 1,688 12,000 593 

193 1,087 1:)7 

182 926 1(J6 

~9 1,339 6,163 1,839 

1,L02 8,734 1,610 

93 14,383 15,185 3,049 

17 1,122 5, Sl! 694 

19 2,424 6,735 1,321 

3,251 13,831 1,965 

30 1,766 10,018 1,010 

- 44 

65 542 37 

892 1 916 ~O4 

9 ~~ ll,026 22,693 1, 'j88 

2S 4,921 1'J, 780 1,491 

10,254 20,213 3,216 

- 57 197 

215 1,~O7 ill 

203 ~ , 084 257 

2 05 2,643 351 

;'6 140 101 

24 l,950 7,',56 799 

656 1 r 4 :)~ 664 

996 180,7'19 C 13,9:> 1 59,62.6 

many WRP contracts, including acres a~d associated 
tra~sferred since the contract was firs~ 

How ma~y contrac~s are held by Stdces and orga~iza~ions? 

Response: There are 844 WRP easements wi~~ approximately 191,000 
associated acres that have been identified as being transferred in the 
National Easement Staging Tool as of Octcb r 4, 2012. As no acquisition 
papents are received by a cow landowner a ter the easerr.ent has been 
purchased, no associaccd costs are identir ed. There are approximately 550 
WH.? easements where Jand encumbered by the easement. is OW !Led by State 
local governments. 
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Mr. Aderho~l: How many WRP tracts were monitored in fiscal year 2012? 

How many were have problems or otherwise be out o~ co~pliance? 

Response: In fiscal year 20~2, NRCS monitored 9,769 WRP easements for 

landowner corr,pl:,-ance wit21 the terms and cor..di.t Lons of the agreements. WhC~:1 

monitoring easements, NRCS determines what activities are allowed based on 

the W?.P deed reserved rights, prohibitioilS, and any Coepar..::ible Use 

Autr:orizatlons (CUAs) that have bee::1 issued. CUAs p8rrnit ~\IRP :andowners to 

engage in activities outside of their reserved rights when NRCS has 

determined ~hat t~e 2ctivity is consistent with t~e lo~g term pro~ection and 

cnhanceme~t o~ the easement. 

In fiscal year 2012, NRCS ide~ti~ied 1,278 easements, or 13 percen~ of 

the total ~anitored, as having proble~s ~~at require follow-up action. 

Problems tha~ require follow-up actions do not inply wrong doinq aGd ranqe 

fron iteres such as habitat ~anagement that are easily correctable 

(e.g., I:',owing veqetatio:1 or removi.r:g boards from water control structeres 

inconslsten~ with the ease~en~ plan) major issues, such as 

prohibited strllctures. T~e vast n3iori::y of non-compliant dctivities are 

easily correctable, while illajor violatio~s (e.g., const~ucting bulldjngs or 

unauthorized hacves~jnq ) comprise less tha~ two percent of no~-

couplia~t ac~ivitLes. 

GAASSLAND RES;RVE: PROC~ 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide chart showing the cUr;lulative total 

nmnber of acres t:~nrolled in rental contracts, pe~Qanenc easements and 

restoratio~ aqreexen~s in the Grasslands Reserve Program. PJease also 

provide ~hc actual acreage enrollme~~ by category [or fiscal year ~Ol? 

Respo~se: c~mulativc total nenber Grassland Reserve Program 
(GRP) acres enrolled i~ easements and rental co~tracts is represented in the 
first chart below. The number of easements inclJdes both permanent 
casements and 30-year easements. Thir~y year easements were ~emoved as an 
enrollnent option by Lhe Food Co~serva~io~ dGd Energy Ac~ of 2008. ~he second 
chart below inclUdes Lhe actua: GRP ease2e~ts a~d renta contract acreage 
cnrollme~~ for fiscal year 2812. Res~orDtion agreements are ~ot an 
enroll~cnt option; all GR? restoration agreemen~s are associated with 
ease~ents and re~tal contracls. 

lThe informatio~ follows:] 
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Cu~ulaLlve Acres E~rolled in 

Mr. Adc~holt: How ~uch fu~di~g was a~located to re~taJ contracts, 

permanent easements and restora~ion agreements in fiscal year 2012 in the 

Grasslands Reserve Prograre? What is th~ ~echnical assista~ce cost assocLated 

wLth each? 

Respor:se: )JRCS and Lhe Farm Service l\gercy (?SA) jointly ad::ninis"t.Gr 
the Grassland Reserve ProgrZlm (GRP). NRCS adrninistcrs the easemC:lt 
enroll:nent_ and FSA administers t:te re:ltal contract e:1roi~ment. 1:1 fiscal 
year 2C12, ~RCS and FSA allocated over $55.9 rnillio~ to enroll permanen: 
easements and fund Lhe associated restoration agreements, and ever $14.9 
million to enter contracts. GRP res~oration agreements arc not an 
erlrollment option; they arc always associa~ed with a GRP easenent or rental 
contract. 

In fiscal year 2012, the GRP technical assistance costs fo~ both 
eaSCTIcnts and rental cont~acts were appcoximately $6.1 ffiillion. Of ~hat 
amount, FSA provided $1.6 million in technical assistance ttlat was funded by 
NRCS through a re~~tbursa.b::"e agreerr.en:" W L Lh :"SA. 

Mr. Aderholt: What wa.s the averaqe cost 0= rental agreements, 

permanent easements and res~oration agree8ents in ~he Grasslands Reserve 

P rograrr. j seal year 20:::'2? 

Response: The averaqe cost per acre of Grassland Reserve Proqram (GRP) 
rental agreement and permanen~ e~semen~s including associated res~oratio~ 

agree~ents is listed in ~he Lable below. Unde~ GRP, ~estora~ion agreements 

arc always associated wl~h ei~her an easement rental contract enrollmcn~. 

[The informatlo~ follows:l 
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Grass:iand Reserve Program Fi.scal Year 201.2 SUElE1al"y of Averdqe 

Costs per acre by Enrollment Type 

Type of Agreement Average Cost Per Ac~e 

Pc~manent EasemeDLs $1,123 

tzenlal Concracts 66 

Mr. Aderholt: How many cooperatlve agrccme~ts has NRCS enLered lnto 

under the Grasslands Reserve Program? Please the name and location of 

each current cooperator. 

Response: NRCS has entered into eight cooperatlve agreements through 
the Grasslands Rese;:'ve Program (GRP). The C!LC1rt bei.o\", includes the :1a:ne of 
coope~ators and the State where the GRP agreement is located. 

[The information :ollows:] 

GrtP Cooperative Aareements 

GRP Cooperating Entity State 

Anerican Land Conservancy California 

California Raflgeland Trust Californ':a 

Ra:lchland 'frt.:st of Kansas Inc. KaIl.sas 

San Isabe 1 Lacd Protection Trusc Colorado 

State of Concect~cGt (2) Connecticut 

Tile Nature Conservancy Colorado 

Triangle Land Conse~vancy North Carolina 

P~ND Rt'\NCII LAl\:DS PROTE:CT [ON PROGRAM 

Mr. Ad0rholt: How many acres hdve been enrolled tr:rough the carm and 

Ranch Lands Protection Program since 2008? How many acres were enrolled 

fiscal year 2012 and are estimated to be enrolled in fiscal year 2013? 

~esponse: Since FY 2008, NRCS has enrolled 584,998 acres through the 

and Ra:tch Lands P:-otecLio::1 Prog:ar:1. NRCS cnro"lled 149, acres in 

fiscal year 20:2, and estimates that app~oxiMately 135,000 acres will be 

enrolled in fiscal year 2013. 

Mr. Aderholt: How many States and organizations participate in the 

program? Please provide a list of these entities. 

Response: All State;:; a,:-e eligible participate jn the Farm and Ranch 
Lands ?ro~ection Prograrr, (FRPP). In fisc3l years 2009 1 2010, .7.011, and 2012 
a total of 286 coopera~ing entities participated in cooperative 
agreements, althoug~ not all ities participa: d ~n all years. A complele 
list of these entities, by State, is provided be ow. Please noLe that some 
entit=-es are listed for :!"Eultiple States, so the otal nu~cher below is 
greater than 286. 

[The ~r.forBation follows:] 
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Cooperating Entit~es Par~icipating i~ 
Fiscal Year 2009, 2010, and ;:>(1) Agreements by State 

State Nao:e of r;nti ty 

Alabama Sta te Of Alabanca 

Alaska Alaska Farm_:ilnd Trust 

!\rizoCla Land & Wae:er Trust 

Ca::"iforr.ia American ~and Conservancy 

I-C_a~_l2._: f_c_)r_D_<i_a ______ +AmcricCi.:1 Rive~ Cor:servancy 

California California Ranqeland lrust 

California Cent!:"al Valley Farmland Trust 
~:-;-i·-f-or-cn-i.-a--------~~(~:l-t-y~O~CD~a'-'v,7iS~--~C:'o--~m--\lni;l~ty--"D~eve-:c-l~.,o--pffie~nt-&~----·----~ 

Sustainability 

California City Of Davis -Pt.;b~:Lc v-Jorks Depactment 

Cal:'for:1ia D1.;'c!<s Unli:~r_i:"'ed 

Ca::"ifornia Eas t~~rn Sierra :,and Trust 

California Marin Agriculture Land Trust 

California ;-..riddle Ylo'Jrt::ain FOllnaation 

Califor::ia Northcoast Regional Land Trust 

I--ca_· 1_-1_'0 :_Co._r_n_, L_a ______ +-N_o_r_t_h_e_"_n_C_C11 Regional Land Trust 

Cal-Lforn La San c.~oaquj n Co-,):1ci2- Of Governments 

f-C-al-i-t-'or-w-~a----+-S-"quo-i-a ?-iverlaClds Trust 

! California Solano c,and Tr:osc 

! California State Of California Q, Of Conservation 

Cali:ornia 

Cd) i fomia Yolo Land ~rust 

Colorado Aspen Va lley Land Trust 

Color'ado 30uLder Comety Parks & Open Space 

r--C_ol_o_ra_do ____ -+_C:c~_' t:' y __ OJ_,-f_,'or t Collins 

Colorado -·Catt2.emen I s Agricul tura_L l,and Trus::. Colorado 

Colorado Co2-crado Open Lands 

I-C_o_lo_r_2_d_o _______ +-G_U_D_n_i_s_o_n_R_a_"_'c_J--:la::-:d cor:serva_L_i. __ O __ D_L_og.;;..a_c,e'y'--_____ --I 
Colorado Mesa Land Trust 

Colorado Tvlontczuna 1.a:1d Conservancy 

Co';'orado Palmer ~and Trust 

Co~orado Rio Grande ::ieadwat:ers Lar..d trust: 

Sa:) Isabel Land Protection Trusc 

Colorado ,'he Nature Conse,-vancy 

The Trust For Pcb:Lic Land 

Colorado Valley Land Conservancy 

Connecticut C'ty Of Ciidd.1etowc 
------ . __ ._----

Connecticut Farmland Trust Cor;necticut 
Cor.necticu-lit--------+c--o-rn-w---al._l--C--onse-,r-vat--j--or;-T-n-s'--t~-------------~ 
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Sti'ttce Name of Snt:ity 

Connectic'.1t Goshen La~d Trust 

Cor:neccicut~ Sharon Land 'l'rust: 

i Conneclicul Simsbury Land TrusL Inc. 

Connecticut Soc;thbury Land "['rClst: Inc. 

Cor:..necticut State Of Conncctic~t 

Connecticut Tm.;rn Of Bethany 

Connecticut Tow~ Of Sloorrfield 

Connccticu"[ Town Of Cror;:well 

Connecticut: Town Of Elling:on 

Connec"C.icut Towr: Of Hampton 

Con::"tccticut. Tow::. Of Lebanor:.. 

Con:18cticut Town ot New Milford 

Connecticut Town Of POIT.fret 

Connecticut Town Of Southbury 

Connecticut Town Of Suffield 

Connecticut Town Of Woodst:ock I 
i Connecticut Wintonbury Land Trust 

Delaware Delaware Agricultural Lands Preservation Foundation 

Delaware State Of Delaware Departmen~ Of AqriculLure 

Dclaw2re State Of ~elawarc 
----------------------------------~ 

:::;'ior ida Alachua. cou~-=-y 

F10::ida Florida Deparcment Of Agriculture 

Florida Miami Dade County 

I-_~'-~,-o,-r~-l.-d ~-a,----------+-s-a-i-n-t-· _Johns River Water Management District 
•• ~ •• yO SouLh'lesc '·'orida \Vater Ma;)agement Di strict 

Georgia Athens Land Trust 

f--G_e_o_y-"g_i_d ________ -+_C_:a_r_r_o 1 1 Ccun t y Coa-rni s s i one r 

Georgia Oconee Coun-::y Board Of COF.'.YIissior: 

Hal-Jaii liawaiian Is~ands La~d Trust 

Hawaii M010kai Land Trust. 

Hawaii State Of Hawaii 

idaho Sagebru~;;h St,eppe Regi anal Land Trust 

ldaho Teton Regional Land Tr_u_s_t _______________ ~ 

Idaho The Nature CO:1servancy 

Illinois i Kane County 

?(ar:.SdS Kansas 1.and TC.lst Inc. 

! Kar:sas Ranc:nland Tru:~:: Of Kansas :nc. 

Kansas The Nat.ure Conservancy 

1 KeEtucky Civil War Preservatio~ TrURt i 
i KC!llllCky Fayette County Ru.ral Land I-ianagement Board -.Lnc. 



633

Stilt~e Name ot Er:tity 

Kentucky Scott COunty Rural Land Manage:neClC Soard Inc. 
f-t-1-a-l-n-e-~ -'--------+-G-'reat v\!orks Regional Land Trust 

Ke:1:1ebec I:.:sLuary Land T["us~ 

Malr:e Ki~tery Land Trust Ir.c. 

Maine Maine Coas~ Heri~Jge ~rust 

Maine lV:a 1Ge Furm~and Trust 

f-_Ma_ i_n_e _________ +-l-"lI'-")p_e_.:;.r_~ _S_a_~ _co~ Va l} e y Land T rus L 

:.vlaryland 

t-1aryland 

~aryland 

Maryland 

fiaryland 

l'-1aryland 

tvlassachuset ts 

Massachusetts 

MichiqaD 

Michigan 

Michigan 

Mi.c~1igan 

Michigan 

tJ!1 chiqan 

Michiqan 

~ clichigan 

Michigan 

Mic~igan 

Michigan 

Michigan 

~ich'::'gan 

M:Lch iga:r. 

Minneso:~a 

I Eastern Shore Land Conserva~cy 

Lower Shore Land Trust 

Prince Georges Soil Conservation District 

Queen 1' ... n:10_'_S_C_O_U_!_1 t..cy'-___________________ ---i 
Worcester County Commissioners 

Buzzards Bay CoalItion, Inc. 

CO:Tl.'TIOnWeal "ch Cf Massachusetts 

Acme Township 

Ann Ax'bor Charter Townshl p 

I iJartor: Bills V iLage 

Cl"'.i karn Lng Open Lands 

City Of Ann Arbor 

Ingham County Treasurer 

Kent County Register Of Deeds 

Leelanau Conservancy 

Legacy Land Cor~servancy 

Salem Towr:ship 

! Scio 'i.'oltmsh ip 

S,~a~e Of ~li chigan 

Wa 1 loon La ke Trus [ And Cor::servancy 

Was:1tenaw CO'Jnty 

Webster 'l'ownship 

Dakota County 7reasurer 

Civi~ War Preservat::lon ~i~rust 

r_M_il_S~_SO)_'Ulr __ i ______ ~_O)Z_alr __ kRe~"g __ ional_l __ Lan]'d_~Tn_'_uS_3L ______________ ~ 

Missouri Ozarks Greellways 

Montana Bie1:or Roo;:: Land Trust Inc 

Montana ,ive Valleys Land TrusL 

Montana ,lathead Land Trust 

Montana Gal,latiD Valley Land Tent 

Montana MOleLana Depart~mclCt Of Fish Wildlife And Parks 
I-[~-Onl-' ta~"a--------~--Mon t-: ,an-a La"Cn-d"" Reli;~nce 
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State Name of Entity 

MO~ltana Rocky MountainS __ l ___ k __ F_o_u_n_,d_a_t_c_-o_n_, ________________________ ~ 

Montana The Nature Conservancy 

Nebras ka Papio-Missouri Rjver Natural Resources District 

~ebrdSKa Sandhills Task Force 

Nebraska The NaLure Conservancy 

Nebraska The Nebraska Land ~rust 

Nevada. F~erican Land Conservancy 

Nevada :L,ahontan Vatley Land And Water- f1.11iance 

~ __ ~ ____ ------------t-N-e-V-a-Q-·a--=-,a-n-,d--C-·o---n-s-e-r-v-a_n_c~Y ______________________________ -4 
Nevada Ranch OpeL Space Of Nevada Inc. 

Nevada The Nature Conservancy 

New Hampshi ~e l\usbon Sargent Land Preservation ':'rust 

~------~---------------+-C-i-c~-y~o--f--N-a-s--h-,u-a------------------------------------------4 Now Hampshire 

Ne~", Hampshire Five Rivers Conservation Trust 

New Hampshire Londondf;r"r"y Conservation Com:rI1isSl_O_D __________________ -I 

New Hanps:tire MaG-chester Water W01:f=.S 

New Hampshire New England Forestr_~y __ f_~'_o __ ~_'n_d_a __ t_i_o_n ______________________ _1 

Pembroke CO:J.servation Cormr.issi on 

New Hampshire Rockingham County Co~servation District 

New Haropshire RClssel i Piscataqucg Ri vcr Watershed FOD:1Cia-_ Lon 

~~~~rn_"p __ sh L ~_e __________ +R ye Co~_s_e_-r_v -=~_~ o_r_-_C_o_:rc_""_i_s_s ~ 0_,0_, ___________________________ _ 

New Ha::r.pshire Sa::1bornton Conservation Corru:lission 

New Hampshire Society for Lhe Proteclio~ of New Hampshire forests 

New ilampshire Southeast: Land Trust Of Ne1.-l Ha.m9s~i re 

Ne1.oi Hamps h L re Strafford Cou~ty CO:lservation District 

New HampShire The Monadnock CO:lservancy 
~----~-------------+------------------------~---------------------------

New Hampshire The T~ust E'er Public Land 

New HaITcpshi re Tovnl Of l\ndove~ 
1-----'----------+-------------------------------------------

Nu.." Ha:npshire Tovm Or Lee 

New Hampshire Town Of Loedon 

New HampShire Town O[ Ne\, BosLon 

;:';"w Hampshire Town Of SLratils:r1 

New Jersey D&R Greenway Land Trust 

~ew ~)ersey Hunterdon Land Trust 

New Jersey Hunterdon Land ?rust Alliance 

New Jersey New Jersey Conservation 
r--------~----------t------~-------------------------------------
~N-e-w--J-e-r-s-c-=' Yc.-____________ -+ __ S; I 1: __ a~. e 0 f New J e r s e y 

Foundat.ion 

New Mexico New Mexi co Laad Cons(-,;rvancy 

New Mex_l co State Of New Mexico 

New York Agricultural Stewardship Association 
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State Name of Er.ti::y 

I-__________ ~I_C-'-olumbia I..and Conservancy New York 

New York Dutchess ~and Conservancy 

New York Ge~esee Land Trust LLC 

New York Genesee Valh,y Cor:servaClcy 

Nev.] York Op~n Space Conservancy Inc. 

New York 1-__________ ~I_,-S2-ra-t-oga Plan 
New York Scenic Hudson Land Trusl Inc. 

New York 
1---

Ne\;, 'fork 

Suffolk County Treasilrer 

70wn Of Cazenovia 

New York lown Of Dryden 

NcvJ York Town Of GorhaD 

~-Jew York Town Of Ylacedon 

New York Tow~ Of Sou~hold 

f\"ew York S:-own Of t"la['wick 

New Yorf: Western Kew York IJand Conservancy Inc. 

North Carolina Alamance County 

Nortr: Carolina Black Family Land Trust 
~------------------+----
f-N_o_r_t-_h_C_"_r_o_l_ir_,d_-____ +IJ_'_'ln_c_o_m_be County 

f-N_o_r_t_h_C_d_r_o_l_ir_'d_--____ +B_'_dr_'c_,o_m_-b_e_C_o_ur:ly Soi 1 And ~"laler 

r,ort', Carolina Cabarrus Coun~y Finance 

I Nort:h Ca~clir:a 

I 

Cat~wba Lands Conservancy 
r-t;-orth-C-aro-lc i-na--+-c-our,,'t-:y-- Of Surha; -----'------------1 

I-N_o_r_t_h_C __ il_ro_J_ ::--,n_" _______ ~':.":5:.Y--_O_f_O_r_"_D_g_c _____________________ _ 
I North Carolina Duplin County 

North Carolir.a 

Nor:-.h Carolina 

North CarolinC1 

;\Iorth Carolina 

r~~~th Caro~inil 
North Carolina 

Ohio 

Ohio 

Ohio 

Ohio 

, Ohio 

Ohio 

Ohio 

Ohio 

Ohio 

Chio 

Foothills C:mservancy Of North Ca ro Lina Ino 

Haywood Soil [,,,d Water Conservation III st-: ct 

Land Trust ,or Centra: North Carolina l;oe 

North .A.merican Land Trust 

f_SOJthern App,:}ac"d aCt Hi gh::ands Conservancy 

Triangle Land Conservancy 

BlaCK Swa!np Conserva:ocy 

Slizabet.h Tmvnship 

Fairfield Couney COI:unissioners 

Granville T()~mshiD 

Lake Soi 1 Ar,d Water Conservation Districc: 

LickiCl9 County Soil & Water COlCSCevatioTl District 

:v1JdisOTl County Corrunissioners 

Ohio [)epartrr,0nt: Of ,~gricult'-'re 

Tecumseh La:td Preservation Association 

Three Valley Conservatio~ Trus~ 
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Stat:e Name of En~ity 

f-0_h_i_o __________ t-"_Ie_s_l_· Cen t raJ. On -1. 0 La nd Cons er vane y 

Western ?eserve Land Conservancy Ohio 
--

Oklaho:na Land Leqacy 

I Ol<.lahoma Nor~an Area Land Conservancy Inc. 

Oklahoma The Nat~xe Conservancy r-------------------+_ 
f--

n
:-.

o
:-nn_n n-c~-~-l_ ._ . ~v_,a ~_n n-:~-:-' _____ -+_B_2_r_k_s_C_.o_'_un_, _t_ y Ag r i cu 1 t, '.1r a1 Land ? res c rv a t i on Boa rei 

L- '--".L"'-' Y":" v u.d~u Buckingham Township 

?ennsyl.' ii, ':"'ancaster Far::nland Trust 

Pennsylva:1ia Land CO:l.servancy Of AdarEs County 

P8nnsylvania Lebanon Co Agr~cultu~al [,and Preservation HOdrd 

Pennsylvania 

Pennsylvania 

?er:nsylvania 8eparlnent Of Agriculture 
---------------4 

Western Pennsylvan~a Conservancy 

f-p_e_n_n_S-,Y_,"_V_S_D_L-=--_' "'_' _____ -+_"_'8_' 3_' t_r_Ho_r_e_.l _and Co Ag I,and Pre s e rv at i on Boa I'd 

.Khode lsland Aquidneck Island Land Trust 

Rhode Isla!1d Audubon Sociecy Of Rhode Island 

f-:-~-:-:-':--~-:-~-:-:-:------------+i-~-·~-.:~)~~E~~~e~r::~~O~rust 
~--------------~-----
_R_, h_,,_o_d_C __ "_S_l_S_!l_d ______ +-_L._,l_ttle Comp"Lon Aq!:'icu 1_ lural Conserva::lcy Tn.lSl~ 

Rhode Island South Kir.gstown Land 'rrusc 

~hode Islar:d Southside Co.r.ununil:y Land Trus1.:. 

Rhode island S~ate Of Rhode Island 
i--------------------~ 

Rbode Island TOw'!) 0:: Br.lstol 

Rhode Island Town O~ Cumberland/Town Planner 

Rhode Isiand Tm .. ;n Of North Kinqstown 

Rhode Island 1'own Of Smithfield 

Rhode ls2.and Tm>!1 Cf \'IarreD 

Rhode Ts.Land Town Of Weste;-ly 

~hode Is land vJesterly Land Trust 

South Carolina Beaufort County Open (,and Trust 
r--'-------------------+-------------'-~---------------------------··---

South Caro1 ina i-lorry Soj 1 & Water Conservation Districc 

Sou t h Ca roll_D_a _______ +--C_c_O_!l_,P_,O_' _S_o_i_"_A_!1_d __ W_a_t_o r ___ C:'O_11S __ EO Y,_V_ an '_" i __ o," ___ D ,L.' S_l t_ rc __ L. c __ t ______ -4 
South Carolina Sumter Soil & ,ister ConservaLion District 

Tennessee Land Trusc For Te!1~essee 

I'exas "lell Country COClservancy 

Texas Pi nes Arod ?rai ri es tdnd Trust 

':'exas Texas Land Conservancy 

r~'CXaS The Nature Conservancy 

f-u_t_a_h __________ +-M_a_I_' "_'_~ o_t_t_-_S l2 t e r s v i 1.1 E:-: Cit y 

I Uta.h SUIn..'lli-c Lanei Conservancy 

L_[jj_t: __ ,ah __ . __________________ ~T_h_e __ T_r_~_'s_t_. __ F_o_r __ P_u_b_l_i_c __ L_a_n_,d_' _____________________ ~_~ 
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,--------------------,-----------------------------------------------, 
Sta~e Name of Entity 

Ctah Utah Open Lands Conserva~ion AssociaLion 

f-~_t_a_h __________ +_\-7 i_r_gc:.-l_' D_R_i _v_e_r_L_a,_~,_d __ ,P re s e rv a~: 1 ~n As s OC i ali on 1 n c . 

VerPlont VermOD~ Housing And Conse~vation Board 

VirginiC1 Clarke County 

f-V_i_r~g_i_n_i_a ________ +_S~p.-otsYlvania County 
Virginia 

Virginia 

Virginia 

Vi:rginia 

Virginia 

Virginia 

Virginia 

Virginia 

1{tjashington 

Washington 

~1as.r.~ngt.on 

Washing':oCl 

Washington 

: Washington 

Washington 

Frederick County 

Northampton County 

Picdmo;;t Fnviro!l::tental Counci.l 

Shenandoah County 

Shenandoah Valley Battle~ields ~'o~ndation 

The Nature COGservancy 

The Potomac ConservClncy inc. 

Virg in1a 00 tdoors Foun_d_a_L_ .. _LO_,_~ ____________ _1 

Capitol Land Trust 

Cascacie Land Conservancy 

Clallam County 

rorterra 

Great Peninsula Conservancy 

Ir.land Northwest I,a_'1d 7rust 

.ieffsrsc):1 Land Trusc: 

Washinglon Kj.ng Cou~~y Departme~t Of Natural Resources & Parks 
r-"----~-------------+--~----~--~--------------------------------~ 

Washington Methow Conservancy 

i Washing::on Okanogan Land T rClst 

Washingt.on Okanogan Valley Land Council 

'i~ashington Oregon RangeLand Tr:J.st 

Washington PCC Farmland r~'r'ust 

Washington Skagit County 

r-w_a_s_h_i_n~g_l_o_n ______________ +_s-n-o-~-o-r-l,~-~S-h-,-L--' __ oun_t_cy" __ " ____________________________________ ~ 
WashlngLo::1 The Trust For- PUD::'ic Land 

WasCiingtof' Whatcom County 

VJashington Whatcom LaLd Trus;: 
~--~~--"'-"- .. ,------+--------------------------------------------

t'IJashington Whidbey Camano Land Trust 

"est V,i rginia Berkeley County Farmland Protection Board 

West Virginia Farrr:tand Prot-ection Board 

~'I7est Virginia 

WE-;st Virgin2_a 

W"est Virginia 

West Virginia 

West Virgini.a 

West Virginia 

Fayett.e Coun::y Far~land Frotect-io:t Board 

Grec;nbrie~· Fann1 and Protect i 0:1 Program 

Haclpshire Count y Farmland---?r-O'~~-cC':ti-"-L,OCl-B-oard-----i 
Jefferson County Farmland Protection Boa;:d 

Mineral County Farmla:Jd Protection Boaro 

MOClroe county ,'arml and Protection Board 
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S~ate NaOle of Ent.ity 

Wes,: Virqinia Morgan Cocrty Farnland Prot:eclior: Bourd 

v-Jesl. VL::-ginia Nicholas Ccun~y Farmland ?rot~ction Board 

West Virgin~a Pendleton FarmJand Protection Board 

f-~';;_e_s_1. __ V'_" "'-, rg,-L_G_,-'_~ 2_, __ .. ___ +-P_'_lC_'''_' t_\O_n_, '_" a_s_coun L y Farml and Pr Ot.0 ct i on Board 

f-W_C_S_~ __ V'_" ~c-,,,g,-i,,_',,,,_(,a _____ -+_,,_'e_s_t Virginia Fa rmland Protect Jon Authority 

! 1iJisconsi n County Of Dane 

~11sconsi r: Driftlcss iirea Land Conservancy 

Wisconsin Drun~l in Area Lund Trust 

ifJiscoLsin JeffersoCl County 

Wisconsin Natural Heritage Land Trusl Inc. 

Wi sconsin Rock Cou~ty Register Of Deeds 

f-w_,,_s_c_o_n_S_i_r_, _______ +-"_'i_S_C_O_'1_S_1 n_,_u_ecpart:r,enT"_ Of Natu;:al ~eso:Jrces 

Wyoming Jackson Hole Land Trust 

Wyoming Rocky MO"-ln.tain Elk Founda::ion 
f-W-y-O-",-i-n-CJ---------+-s-h-,e-r-i-d~n Communi t y Land 'i'r-u--s-'-t-. ---.. ----------1 

WyOQiilq ':'he Conservat i or. Fl.l::l.d 

~;;ning 
Wyorr.i.ng 

i Wyo:ninq 

Wyoming 

7he Nature Conservancy 

'V'Jyoming Game & t ish C():rI.~nissio:1 

Wyoming Larod Trus,: (f)rmerl' Green River Valley Lar:d 
T:C1St" ) 

Wyoxing Stuc-:.( Gro'wers .4griculturai :'and Trust 
---------' 
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Ht:AL7HY FORF:ST RESERVE PROGRAM 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a status report on the HealLhy ForesL 

rzeserve ?rogram. Please provide iilformation or: number of acres enrol:ed, 

location and associated costs. Are there any u~obligated balances? If so, 

how much? 

Response: During fiscal year 2012, NRCS reviewed 32 neallhy Forest 
Reserve Program (HFRP) applications the 13 States with approved 
projects. NRCS enrolled 24 p~ojects, encompassing approximately 500,500 
acres, witj financial assistance obligations valued at over $9.1 million. In 
fiscal year 2012, NRCS did not approve any additional States for HFRP 
participation and focused on projecLs and areas that had been previously 
approved. Please fiY1d in the table belm-J the number of acres enrolled, the 
locatio~, and associated cases of HFRP. HFRP currently has approximaLely 
33.9 rrillion unobllqa~ed balances from pr years. 

[The in[or~a~ion follows:] 

FY 2012 Actual Acres Enro~led, State, and Associated Costs 

State Enrolled Acres 
[-\ssoclaLed Costs 

(in 'Thousands) 
ArkanSaS 313 S 14 =-
California 16,35/ 1,757 

Georgia ],850 3,095 

Ind~ana 1,157 3,101 

Kentucky 1,052 3,800 

Maine 684,653 309 

M.ichigan 168 428 

1'-ti.ssissippi 1, 184 2,~59 

Ohle; 102 370 

Oklahoma 6,824 6,2'.2 

Oregor: 2,349 13/810 

Per..nsylvar:.la 1,14] 1 1 554 

Sou~.h CaI"ollna 670 

1'0::a1 723,827 :)7,895 
Note: Informat:ion.:.c the tabJ..e i.:l.cludes cumulative enrol~ments in 

rest.oration agreements dnd casements throGqh 2012 

2MERGENCY WA'T~RSHED PROTECTION PROGRAM 

::Vlr. Aderholt: Please provide report on the ET.erge~cy 
Watershed Program. Please include the funding hislory, current activities, 

and of current activities. 

Response: Congress established the Emergency Wa~ershed Protecsion 
?rogra~ (EWP) to respond to emergencies created by natural disasters. EWP 
has two distinct options for assisting landowners in affected areas. EWP-
Recove!.'y relieves immLnent hazards to fe and property cdJsed by floods, 
~jres, windstorms, a~d o~hor ~dLural occurrences. All EW?-Recovery projects 
u~dertdken must be sponsored by a legal subdivision of the . This 
includes any city, cocnty, general improvement district, conservation 
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district, or l\iat~ve American Tribe: TribcLl crqunization as defined Lr. 
Section 4 the Indian f-Determination and Education Assistance Act. 
l\iRCS is respor1sible for adm_:nistering lhe p::::-og::::-am. 

Through EWP, NRCS State Conservationists work with sponsors to develop 
cooperative agreements that Dllow NRCS to provide '/~ percent cost share for 
implementing the emergency recovery measures. The sponsor's 25 percent can 
be ~et by in-kind or cash contributions. 

Through EW? NRCS also has the authority to acquire Floodpla':r:. Zase:r.ents 
(EWP-FPE) in locations tradi:ional EWP-Recovery efforts would be 
ineffective. Priva-=e Ly owned lands C1!1d loea 1_ or St.ate governrr,ent owned lands 
are elLgible tor enrollment. easeme~~ duration is ~n per~etJity and, 
once an easement is acqaired, the land is restored to its na:ural fLoodplain 
cor.dition. This restorat_lon can ir,clude ~he demolition 02::' relocation of 
reside:1ces or other str~lctt:.res to ~ocat::.ions outside of the ocdplain. NRCS 
acquires floodp~aLn ease~e~ts without sponsors except where the project 
requires the demolition or [elocatio~ of structures. When a sponsor 1S 

required, the sponsor responsible for 25 percent of che ease~e~L purchase 
price. 

The EWP Program received $J7J 11ion i.~ supplenenLal 
fo~ recovery measures 11 No~theastern states for damages 
H~rrlcane Sandy. USDA-~RCS initially provided $5.3 ~i 
to States (Virginia, Maryland, Jclaware, New Jersey, Now 

appropria.tions 
resu 1 ng [rom 

EW?-Recovery 
York, 

Pe~nsylvania, Connecticut, Rhode Island, Massachusetts, 
y..Jest Vi rgi ) . date, 1 x states have returr-:od all 

New Earr,pshire, and 
£:'u:-lding 

tOLallng $2.9 million ci~ing no damages in local watersheds Lhat meet the 
~WP-Recovery program e1 igibility. The States of Now York, New Jersey and 
Connecticut have col~ectively received addiLjonal $4.6 million 
p~ogram funds for recovery work. 

EW?-FPE will use funds remaining after all EWP-Recovery needs are 
addressed. To date, no funds have been obliga~ed for the p~rchase or 
restora~ion of floodplain casements. flowever, states have co~ducted 
preliminary needs assessments and an official program sign up period will 
zollow s;lortl y. 

In addition, the E~ergency Watershed Protection Program re~ei $63.7 
LJ in continuing appropriations to fund recove~y meas~res of 35 projects 

in 15 sLaLes were ident~fied the WaitJis:. 

1992 
Below is a breakdown of the funding history of EWP from 

2013. 

[The iniorma':ion foLlows: 
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• 

E:nergency 1vate~shed Protect. i on Progra:r, Fur.ding Liis~ory 1992 )013 

Fiscal Year Appropriation PGblic Law 

1992 $62,800,000 ?L. 102-368 

1993 60,000,000 P.L. J03-7~ 

1991 340,500,000 P.L. 103-211 

1996 80,51.1,000 ?L. 1:14-134 

1997 63,000,000 P.L. 1C4-208 

l66,000,OOO P.~. 105-18 

1998 80,000,000 .L. J05-174 

1999 95,000,000 I 106-31 

2000 
I 

80 0"0 oon I ~ L 1U6-113 c, v", \, I c .. 

;>000 4,000,000 I P. L. 106-746 

~OOl 109,758,000 P.L. 106-387 

2001 35,SOO,OCO P.L. 107-20 

Title 

Dire Emerqer.c::y 
Supplemental 
J\ppropri.a.tj.ons Act, 1992 
~me~gency Suppleme~tal 

Appcopriations for Relief 
Leon :::he ~'1a-jor, ~-Jidespread 

F!ooding in the Midwest 
Act of 1993 
Emergency Supplemental 
Appropriat.ions Act. of 1994 
O;-nnibus Consolidated 
~esciss::.ons ar::d 
Appropriations Act o~ 1996 

Omnibus Consolidated 
App~opriat1ons Act, 1997 
1997 Emergency 
S'.lpplementai 
Appropriations Act ~:or 

Recovery from Natural 
Disasters 

1998 Emergency 
Supp lementa-l 
Appropr Lat 

ZZescissLor:s Ac"-
an<i 

1999 Emergency 
Suppienerltal 
Appropriatior:s Act 

Distrjct ot Columbia 
Approprl_dt ions Act, 1999 

Military Cons1.:ractio~~ 
Approp.::iations Act, 2081 
Agriculture, Rural 

opment, Food and Drug 
Adrnin_istratio01 and 
Rela~ed Agencies 
Appropriation 
Appendix -
Natural 
Assistance and 
f:mergcncy Appropriations 
~'jpn 'm"ota 1 
Appropriations Ac~, 2001 

States 
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200S 250,000,000 P.L. 108-324 

2005 10,1,500,000 P.i .. 

2006 300,000,000 L. 109-148 

2006 50,955,000 109-?34 

2007 10,692,000 P.L. 110-28 

2008 390,464,000 ? 110-252 

~008 100,000, coe .L. '·!0-329 

I LLc 12 215,900,800 

2013 171,000,000 

NO?~: I!1cludes rescissions and 

and Offsets 

Military Construc~ion 
Appropriations -3.nd 
£mergency P.ur~icane 
Supplemental 
Appropriations Act, 2005 

F:mergency Supplenental 
Appropriations Act for 
Defense, the GLaba War on 
Terror, and Tsunami 
Reliefr 2005 

Department of Jefense, 
Emergency SJpplemental 
Appcopriations La Adoress 
Hurricanes in G~lf 

Mexico, and ?andemic 
Influenza Act, :::::CC6 

Emergency Suppl(;h'.ental 
l\ppropr-La l i_ons Ac"':. for 
De:ense, the Global War on 
Terror, and Hurricane 
Recovery, 2006 

~.s. Troop Readiness, 
Vetera~s' Care, Kacrina 
R.ecovery, ar:d J:raq 
Accountability Act, 2007 

I Supplemental 
i l\pprop~iatio!1s Ac:', 2008 

i Consolidated Security, 
~)isas::.er Assista::-lce, and 
Co~tinuing Appropriations 
Act, 2009 

Consolidated & Fur~her 
Co.r.tinuing Approprivtions 

app:!::'opriate. 
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WA'rERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENT ION PROGRl'iN 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a status report on the Walershed and ~'lood 

PreveGtion Program. Please include a list of authorized pro1ects, estiffiatcd 

costs per project and funding provided by S~ate dnd 108al sponsors. 

Response: The Wa~ershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act of 1954 

provides for cooperation between the E'ederal government, States and their 

political subdivisions in a program to prevent erosio~, floodwater, and 

sedinent damages; to further the conserva~ion, developmeGt, u~ilization, and 

disposal of water; and to further the conservation and proper lization of 

Jand in authorized watersheds. 

The Watershed Program has complerr.entnd other USDA programs 

by assisting public entities to install measures ~hat benefit multiple la~d 

users or e::1t ire COITe1TunLt Les and addr-ess nat:Jral resource r:eeds in er.tire 
watersheds. 

The Watershed P~ogram has been uti.lized by corrununities to address 

variety of needs, inc~uding: 

Flood daI!lage mi.tigaL i.on Gsing :loodwat(-';r-rQtarding da:TIs and 
similar structural measures, floodpl.ain easexents, and fJood 
proofing of homes and busj.nesses; 

Agricul.tural water sl:pply (including water for y'ur'al co:n~nunii:ies); 

Water qllali~y; 

Water conserv~~ion; 

Groundwater recharge; 

Public fish and wildlife habitat; and 

Public water-based recreation. 

NRCS is providinq, ~or the record, information on currently funded active 

projects including currently aclive construction and design projects. The 

expended and funds 
currently obligated in contrac~s and efforts will be made to 
cOr:lplete the projec::s that are _in cons"truction ':!irouqr: thE: 'J5e of unobligat.ed 

carried forward, which is ~he only funding available for ~his 
program. No new funding has been provided for this program since 
2010. 

[The information follows:] 

year 
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Waterslced and ,'lood Prevention "'IJt:horized Project,s 
Estimated FUlCding 

Rig S10uqh Ol-AR $14.974 134 $1.098, ·,Oil ~L-566 

Apache-Junction GiLberr 
Ol-AZ, 4/~97,ijSO 1,0';4,352 

I 
POI.,,<,eT 1 Lne PL-566 

Alameda ::'O-CA,11-CA. 7,6-/4,000 1115,000 ?L-566 

I !)ry Creek O'l-CA :JOG/DOC 15,000 PL-'i66 
i 

Central SO:1o:r.a Colgan 

Creck 
OI-CA, 06-C1\ 19,025, 1,401,000 

Lahaina v.latershed Q;'-H' 10/000/000 2,273,DOO ! P~-':66 

Lower ,la:nakua uitoh 
6,720,000 02-HI 3,360,000 

Watershed PL-566 

Walilu!<a f-\~lenaio Watershed 02-HI 3,000,000 ! 671,000 P!"-566 

lJpcount:ry Melli. ~'Ja Le r.shed 02-H: 10,800,000 5,40[1,000 i PL-066 

Little SLoux - Big Coon 
05-:;:1\ 60,BIO ,284 

C2::'cek Pll-534 

Dupage Coun::y OG-Il,,14 l/cec/coo 
i 

- PL-566 

North Black Vcrmillio!:. Ol-KS; 02-KS 13,38 7 , 906 1 1.806,00e Pi~-566 

Sp!'ing Brook 08-MN 1,"/99,644 353,100 PL-S66 
! 

i, ttL, Ottr.:;::: Creek C6-~10 7,050,000 Pi,-566 

Sast LOCGst CK 06-)<10 40f~986,11G 
I 

8,000,000 2>1;66 

, 'luck Cr Ol-NS 1,194,295 6~8,833 [,L-566 

Y C",ck Cl8-PA; - 3-?A 7),9:;8 COO 46, 6S0, oeo PL-566 

;'OCdsset River" \-Ja'L.crshcd 
2 "8'1 ['e c ! 
",j " ',C, I 

lI:.t.oyac Bayou Oi-IX 1" 1C? 894 i 4,659 000 Pi~- 5 6 6 

I 
U:;" Creek (1250) si~e lA 

i 
)0 
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CongressionaL 
District 

2:stinated 
Cost per 
pro-j8ct 

;"u:1dinq 
provided by 

Sponsor 
Program 

I R i q Creel< (Tri Count.y) 
sjtes "l6,}7, 

TX-17 , 4,738,SCllj 

I 
49,000 

I PL-566 

Trini~y - El!c E"ork 13-'2X 6,10!,9~81 7,400,308 I PL"o34 

[)~nloup Creek 03-idV 17,304,/46 BOO,OOO PL-566 

?oto:nac - Lost River 02-WV 29,321,lCO 3,1·19,<100 PI..,-534 

Totals 298,2'j'f,Ol 

. Aderholt: Please provide a status report on Wate~shed 

Rehabi t tatj on progra.n, i C1clude a list. 
costs per project. 

proposed projects and cstinatcd 

Response: Since 1948, 10cal ~:orr.lID:1i".::ics have constructed more than L~_, /88 
wa".::crshcd dams with ass~stance from ~~cs. These dans provIde flood 2ontrol 
protection for America's cOr:lr.lli.nities and nat~lral resources, 

primary sources of drinking water, recreation areas, 
habi ta t. These pro-j ect.s have beco~ne an ir:tegral of 'the COITUT:'J:"'d:': i es ::'hey 
were designed pro~cc~. Like highways, util i 
infras~rucLure, ~hese da~s need be ndi~tained 

es, and other public 
protect public heal 

safety and mE-:8t cna::"lging resourCE: needs. 7te main+<...;cnar...ce, l:epair alld 
operation of the dams arc the ~csponsibility of local sponsors. 

and 

Some CODIJ.t.:D i t. that have been p[o~ecLed by these wa~ershed dams are ~ow 
r.10re vulnerable to f:oodi r,g D8cause many dams have reached O~ wi~l 

soon reach end of t~eir 50-year design life span. Currently, 3,480 

watcrs.'lCd dams have reached end their desig:1ed life span. By 
~his n:l::nber will exc88d 5,680. TJT:1E-, has Lli<en i-

spillway pipes have de"ter:oratcd and rs 
on ~any of Lhe dams; 

w~ th sedi T~"ent. 
(tIore s1 fl car:r ly, s:J.bdi ViE-3ions a:1d bus inessGs have been bl: i:t. "\ n a t'eas -c!1at 
were once agric~ltural land. As a consequence, sho~ld a dam proLectinq 
a~8as fail, the health a~d Eety of those ]iv~nq downstream lhredtened, 

th the community's drinking water SOilrce. A da~ tniiure could 
::-or~menta L impClcts ~:o ccosysten. 

All projecLs eligible for funding "f proposed or autho~ized) through 
NRCS, ffiu.sl !'.1eet tt:e policy criteria set forth in ~ational Vi'atershed 
Manuai. 'rhe fol_owing projects autho~ized p8ndi~g EG~dlng. 

informarion fo11ows:] 
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l")atcrshed Rc,habi 1 i Lat i on ?roiects 

Muddy Illinois River ~ Ak-O] 

Mdg:na 1\7,-06 

Apache JUC1Cl. - ?owe.!' 1 i:-1C 

Wil:iams-Chandlcr, Rit~enhouse AZ- Cl6 

Williams-Chandler, Vineyard Rd. AZ- 06 

Buckeye AZ-()2 

~'Jhj te 7ank Mmmt.a.ins !'\7.-02 

Dry Crock Da.:n 

Coosa - Li~~le River GA-04, 07, 09 

Spring Creek (Reno) KS-04 

Li t tIc )ry KS-C4 

M:.lddy CreeK, 4-6 KS-04 

?ock Creek (R'.lL 1 - ) KS-04 

KS-84 

North Sector Upper Wa l~:.J't - KS-04 

Upper - 6 

Red Lick KY-OS, 06 

Su-As-Co ]03 Y1A-03 

Su-As-Co 3D!' Yll\-03 

Su-l\s-Co 

S:)-l\s-Co 31 Hf\-05 

iU ch 1 ?P, t'-'l5-03 

CreeK MS-03 

Upper Turtle S-iver ND-CO 

Tongue River, m-4 ND-OC 

Oak !V:-:'ddJ Tries. 0: S;:11".:". Crk, 82B 

Wilson Crk, 8-f-? NE-Ol 

?st i :rat.ed COS7:. 
per proicct 

$1,553,755 

13,973,900 

",150,00G 

5,150,000 

5,1~OrOOO 

17,437,900 

15,28:3,10C 

11 7 ,000 

4,096 

1,151,DOO 

3,126,464 

408,962 

/.,398, 

1,738,600 

7,392,884 

2,398,S68 

443,500 

2,423,000 

1,846, 

4,462,000 

2,827,COO 

1, 53fl, CCD 

] , '::3f3, 000 

:,538,000 

8,538,0(;0 

6,lOC,OOO 

7,)7.,8CO 
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2roposcd Projects 

Uppe HL9 Nemaha 25C 

Up. Sal~ & Swedeb~~g 3A 

Sa~ta ~~ver 1 

:Jpper Gi':a 0.y A:-royos 

Hatch Va~ ley Arroyos 

Conewanqo Crk, 13 

Little Choco~~t; ?i H~llow; & Trout B - ~A 

L Ll:e ChOCOD;Jt; 2'inch Hollow; & Trout B 

Litt~e Choconu:; Hollow; Troc;L 3 2C 

Litt':e Chosonu~; rinch Ho~low; & - ?£ 

Upper Hocking River 

Chippewa - c 

Caney-Coon Crk, 2 

Fo~rcho Maline Cree~ 7M 

Upper Alack Bear Crcek 62 

Sallisaw 

Sa ill 

SalE. 3'1 

Sa: saw Creek 

SaEisaw Creek 26 

Cottonwood Creek, 16 

C0"ttom..;ood Creek, -'14 

Upper Llk Crk, 21D 

Was~ita - Ddr~i~z Creek 

Washita - Barnitz Creek 

Washita. - Creek 1, 

NE-Ol 

NM-03 

NM-02 

NM-O;> 

NY-)4 

OK-O:::: 

OK-G2 

OK-CJ 

OK-02 

OK-U2 

UK-C? 

OK-C) 

0:<-02 

OK-03 

OK-OJ 

03 

OK-OJ 

OK-C3 

:::stimated COSt 
pe::: project 

0:0 

l,9~4,OOC 

3,OOO,OCO 

~.,23:,OOO 

769,000 

:,154,000 

94, ,58 

168,626 

112,899 

), no 

663,800 

500,000 

7,308,000 

3, !, 000 

;,000 

500,000 

!,OOO 

2, ),000 

6,200,ODO 

/.,206,600 

2,600,00C 

1,548,100 

/,000,000 

2,;70,800 

1, 7CO, 000 

1,3iJl,700 
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Proposed Projects 

Washi:-.a - Cobb Creek (Fast Runr:cr) 10 

Nasbi-::a Rock Crk, 1j 

~"JashLt.a Rocl{ Crk, 16 

Little ltJashi ta, ?6 

Greene-Drehe=, 439 

Mill RU:l, 460 

Bra~dywi~c Creck GeaV8r Cree~, 433 

3:::aridYHine Creek ~ybernia, 

Conne",tvLlle 

PiLe Creek 

Mary's & Da!1d Creeks 

Creek 

:y - t-'1oL.:nta i n Creek 10 

_y - East Fork Above Lavon 2A 

:y Cedar Crk, 87A 

Cono:ressio!la1 
OOisLricl 

OK-03 

OK- 04 

OI<- 04 

OK- 04 

PA-IO 

?A-OG 

PA-06 

PA-OJ 

rX-27 

TX-25 

';X-06 

TX- 03 

r'o:ck-Dry U1'-03 

l\m0:::-ican t'crk-i):cy Creck 

Amo:::i, Fork-:::-'y' Creek, 8Dt.~lc 

!\eneL tork-Dry :, UT-03 

r'errO:l Mi II Sile 

GypSJffi 

Stucki 

LJT-02 

Wa.::r.o.:: l.haw UT-02 

Estlrna-::ed Cost 
per prciecc 

853, JO(; 

?,32.0,OCO 

:,200,COO 

3, 000, ~)~)O 

,68] 

820,9j6 

/,308,000 

2,508,000 

1,538,000 

,000 

923,000 

3,200,000 

3, 9"/'~, j:)() 

1,,164,300 

:3,333,000 

3,750,000 

3,846,000 

6, 

6,900,000 

4,000,0:]0 

" ,,000 

1,538,GOC 

400,CCO 

300/000 
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~)roposed 
Congc-essloni3.1 

Lis::ri.ct 
t:s~i:natcd(':os 

pe::: project 

UT-02 , IOC 

- South Ri vel" IJ~. 33,624,)00 

?O~(H"ChlC ::':pper Nort~l Kiver 

- eppor Nor'c.~ River 

?ohick Creek 3 

Upper Deckers Creok 

t3rc:sh erk 14 

Whee~ ng Crk - 25 

North ~ork Powder K~ver - _ 

t'<lr. Aderl101't.'.: 
such as the Migra~ory 

18 

77 

alloc~tio~ by prograx a~j by State. 

Respo~se: fiscal year 2010 NRCS 

Lj ~"ith IDea'::", S'::a;:e 

Vl'c-06 

V1\-06 

VA-ll 

y.1\'-01 

wv- 03 

01 

t.-JY- CO 

lON INITcA,IVES 

NRCS ,:;peei a j : n 

include fund.ir.g 

nl~e landscape-scale 
to suppo~t vol~ntary 

conservat~on o~ private ~ands I, regionally important 
co:;.servatior, n(~eds. Tll f'::'sca ... 9 approved landscape 

conservation atives underway, jncludi!~g: 1) Sage Grouse; 21 
Pine; 3) Bay Delta; Rivc~ Basi~ 

Ecal::!iy Wat:ers~eds; 6; Bay 

0, ooc 

2,00C,000 

2,677,000 

9,:,47,000 

6,800,COO 

6,J~4,OOO 

River & ~ucha-Spavinaw !,akcs Watershed; 9) Xew ~~gLa~d/New York 
F'o!:e.st~y; 10) Nort:ler::-, P: Hab~l".at; ::'1.) ~orLh Cer.l::::al 

13 ) 14 i 1">!<Jst 

Rc'cf; 
Sver"glades; -:'8) 

Tnl~iat"ives. 

and 19) Nationa: Wa~er Quality 

The ~;rE;at Lakes Hestoratio!1 Init:Lati a 
the Fnvj.rcmmenta: j>,otcction Ager.cy (E?!,» i 

the Chesapeake Bay Wa~crsned (CBWI lldndatcd 
Fa!:m 3i:1. Dedica~ed ru~d~ng was appropriated for these 

pa~ticipating States may provide ~ddi~iona2 ~u~ding. 

As May 2013, app:!"_·ox':'~at:ely $.365.5 in f ~r..?r:cial 

Jssj_sLance has bee::1 a1 to inj-::iatilJes, S320.3 J 1 i ()~l 
inl lacives other ~han CBWI and 
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Financial assistance fundi~g by ~nitiatlve, program, and S~ate are 

submitted the record in the accompanyir..g tab~e. Sll:nrtaries of each 

initiative are i~cluded below. 

[The information [allows:) 

Thc Sage Grouse Initiative ) supports grazing lar..d improvemen~ and 
protection to maximize sage grouse habita~ i~ t~adi Deal range of the 
species. ?articipating S:ates i~clude: California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, 
Nevada, North Dakota, Oregon, South Dakota, U<:ah, Wasr.ington, and v-iyoming. 
Funding is provided through the Er..viroDQental Quality Incentives Program 
(F.Q~P), the Grassland ~eserve ?rogram (GRP) r :he Farm and Ranc~la~is 
Protection Program (FRPP), and Wetlands Reserve Program (WR?). 

Sage Grouse 
FY 2013 Allocation as of May 14, 2013 

S"'....ate ,:Q11" FR?P GRP vvRP 

CaJ iforn1 a $?,OOO,OOC $650[800 

Colorado 300,000 3 3'0 080 

Idaho 2,')OC,000 3,285,000 -

Ylontar..a 2, !:JOO, 000 2,938, S6C -

Nevada L SOC:, 000 $ ,893, 000 8, :14,57 '0 -

North :lakota. 400,000 - -

Oregon 3,000,000 ';30,000 -

'sou"';:h Dakot.a 550, ODe 

(]t.ah .?,50:J,OOc) '), 16~J, 000 ! $50C,OOO 

: Was:tinglon 1, COG, 000 -

WyoIT:ing ~),OOC,OOO -

Total :::"l,;~5S,OOO l,893,000 74,0 3,215 500,000 

The llonqlea [ P ine In~ lia Li ve (! .. PI) he lps p.:::- L va·te la:--:.downers and .~and users 
~mprove t.he hea l::h 1 onglea::: pine fores"[. ecosystems in ,.t..laba::na, orida, 
Geocgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, Carollea, Cdro1ina, Texas, and 
Vi.rginia. 

I 
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Longleaf Pine Initiatlve 

The Bay Delta Initiative (BDI) addresses the crilieal water qua ity, water 
quan:::it.y, and habitat restora::.ion needs of the Bay-Jel-ca Cen'.:ral Va ley 
watershed i~ California. An amount of $15,5)0,000 in financial ass stance is 
provided ~hro~qh WRP, and $15,000,000 Lhrough EQIP. 

The Bay Delta Initia~ive 

The Lesser 
rangeland habi~at 
Coloraao, Kansas, New 
through SQIP and GRP. 

naL: ve 

Texas. F~nding is provided 

Lesser Pra~ e Chicken 
FY 2013 A,cocaclon as of May 14, 201] 

State GQlF GRP 

Colorado $350,000 

New Mexico 1,~43,400 

Oklahoma 750,000 $250,000 

Texas 500 000 

Tocal 2,743,400 I 2')0,000 

The Mi.sslss:;.ppi River Basin Eea~thy VJatersheds Initiat,:"v8 (:1RBI) targr;";ts 
resources and technical support :::0 manage agricultural nutr~ents within 
fields, ~inj~ize runoff, and reduce loading in 54 priority 
watersheds Arkansas, Kentucky, Il:inois, Indiana, Iowa, Louisiana, 
Minneso~a, Mississippi, Missouri, Ohio, Dakota, T8nnessee, and 
Wisconsin. The MRBI also helps reslore and enhance wetlands :n 
agriCtJ:l tural settlr:gs and iiT~prove wi':dlife !labitat. is provided 
through EQIP, Wildlife Habitat Incentive Progra~ (WHIP), Conservation 
Stewardship Program (SSP), Cooperative on PDrt~ership InJ aLive 
(eePI), the Wetlands ~eserve Enhancement P~ogra~ (WREP), and the Conservation 
Innovation Gra~ts 
through eTG in 2013. 

(CTG). Up to $5 million ~s bAing iabJe 
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Mississippi ver Basin Healthy Watersheds Initiative 
"y 2013 Allocation as of May 14, 201] 

State EQ1P WHIP WkEP 

Arkansas $26,791,701 $175,618 $13,O~0/OOO 

Illinois 301,000 

Indiana 2,300,673 40,000 360,000 

Iowa ~,841,224 800,000 

Ken;:ucky 2,450,000 I 6,991,000 

Louisia::1a 355 000 740,792 

Y.!innesota 2,093,693 320,000 

Mississippi ~,365,2()0 3,600,000 

:v1issouri 8,2.37,427 140,000 -

Ohio 1,800,000 -

South Dakota 642,578 

Tennessee 1,000,000 12,480, ·JOO 
--"--

Wisco:1sjn 1,091,504 -
Total 58,4 7 0,000 355,618 38,348,292 

The Great LaKes Restoration InLtiative (GLRI) focuses on claaning up 
the mos~-pollGted areas in ~he Great Lakes, combating invasive species, 
protecting watersheds and shorelines from non-point source pollution, 
restoring wetlands and other hab~tats, and working Lh sL~ategic partGers on 
education, evaluation, and outI'each Illinois, Ir:.diaYla, Michigan, 
Min~esot2, New York, Ohio, ?e:1::1sylvania and Wiscor:.si~. The initiative 
funded through an interagency ag:ceement vviU-: t.he Er:vi rO:l.ffiental Protection 
Agency (EPA). in FY 2013, and 8~tered i~Lo t 
agreement to provide rundLng for phosphorous priority areas contributir:.q to 
Western ~ake Erie, Saginaw Bay, 2:l.d Green Bay. The FY 2013 agreement provides 
$7.2 mi1 o~ .in financial assistance =hat has been allocated for GLRI 
Phospho:cus priority areas, rema ng $2.8 million arc 
(Jssistance funds. An additional aqreement: for up $14 millioil genera~ 

funds is an~jcipatcd in FY 20~3, pending EPA making ~hese fil~ds 

available. 

Great :.y Areas 

The ChesClpeake Bay Watershed Init_Lati ve (C8'v1]1) seeks "L::J improve water 
quality and reduce sediments in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed. ?he initiative 
targets agricul:ural lands in priority watersheds in Delaware, New York, 
Maryland, Pcnnsylva~ia, Vl~ginia, and Wes:. Virginia. Funding is appropriated 
separately, but was dis:.ributed under the authorities of EQI? 
Conserva:ion Innovation Grants Program (EQIP-C:G)). 

the 
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Chesapeake Bay Watershed lni~iative 
FY 3 Allocatio~ as of May 4, ~013 

State CBWl 

$1, O~3, 333 

10,'100,000 

3,260,000 

8,400,000 

8,967,000 

5,600 1 000 

37,980,333 

The Illinois River Sub-Basin and Lhe Eucha-Spavinaw Lake Watershed 
Initiative (IRWI) was added :r: ?~ 2011 to ~DpYOVe water quality w!l.ile 
maintaining agricultural ~ood and fibe~ production on private la~ds in 
northwestern Arkansas and ~ortheastern Oklahona. Funding is provided throcqh 
EQ;:P. 

Illinois River and Sucha-Spavinaw Lakes Watershed 

~he New ~ngland/New York Forestry Iniciative (NE/NYFI) supports USDA's Al~ 
Lands Pollcy keep privare forests as forescs order to mai~tai~ drinking 
water, rural econoffiies and wildlIfe, and to ~itigate and adapr ro climate 
change. Par~icipating States include: Co~necticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New 
llar:lpshire, New York, Rhode Island, and Vermont. 

New England/New York Forestry Initiative 
FY 2013 Allocation as of May li~3 

State SQI? 

COCl"eclicut 525,000 
~-------------4------------4 

MaL:1e 

Mas.sachuse:"Ls 

New ¥or'x 
~-

.Rhode Island 

Ve:rmO!l:': 

':'otal 

2,000,008 

900,000 

l, 000, 000 

000,00:) 
----4-----------'' --

200,000 

850,000 

6,02:',080 

The Migratory Bird Habita: Initiative (MBBI) was established to i:1crease 
habJtat iabj]~Ly and safeguard food resources shorebirds, wat~rfowl 

and other m~qratory birds ~ll the Mississippi Hasi~. Initially, this 
ir..it::"ative .focused on habitat along r.hQ migratory flyways of the:: ~ower 
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Mississippi a~d Atlantic Flyways as a short term effort to crp.ate habitat for 
birds expected to migra~e thro~gh agricul~ural areas on their way to wetlands 
and waterways impacted by the Deepwater Horizon oi: spill i~ the Gulf o~ 
Mexico. The No~thern Plains MBEI (NP-MBHT) was a~nounced late in 2011 a~d 
targets the Prairie Pothole Region (PPR), where hilnd~eds of the migratory 
bird species in North America rely on for breeding nesting, feeding, and 
resti~g duricg nigrations. Participating States for ~P-MBH= i~clude: Iowa, 
Mirmeso':..a, :v1ontana, Nor::.h Dakota, a:1d South Funding is provided 
'::hr"ough EQIP, GRP, arld t1RP. 

The Wetla~ds Conservatio:1 Initiative (~CWCI) was es~ablished 

to i~crease the technical capacity of States within the Prairie Pothole 

Region to make certified wetlands deter:ninatio;1s. Participating States 

i~cludc: lawa, Mi~nesota, North Dakota, dnd Sau~h Dakota. I~itial funding 

Lte amount of $3. million was provided through the Conservation Technical 

Assistance Program in FY 20]1. No additional funding hilS been provided 

da:.e. 

The aed River Basin Tnitiative (RRBT) was establLshed ~o address flooding 

concerns i~ the Red River of the Watershed Basin. 7he basin is a 

highly productive and predominately cropland basin. Since 1993, the Red 

RIver Basin area has experienced repeated scale tl~od events. T~G RR3T 

is pac: a strateqy to reduce peak flows on the Red River of tho North and 

rnal,n es; espe:";l ly during spring flood events. 

s:ates i~clude: Minnesota, Nortt Dakota, a~d So~th Jakota. 

provided throuqh WR? 

Red ~iver Initia~ivc 

?articipat.ing 

Funding 

The Oga.:1a1a lI.q'Jifer Ltiative (OAT) is designed reduce :::he quanti-::y 
of water removed fro:n the aq:..ifer and to i:T~prove water quality using 
co~servation practices on c~opland dcd rangeland. articipating States 

ude: Colorado, Ka~sas, Nebraska, New Mexico, Ok ahoma, South Dakota, 
Texas, and Wyoming. FundJ_r:.q is prov.Lded t~rough EQ P. 
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Ogallala Aquifer Tni~iative 
FY 2013 Allocatioi1 as of i'vJay j 4, 2013 

State I EQIP 

Colorado $750,000 

Kansas 1,500,000 

Nebraska 4,000,000 

New Mexico 1,77'5,550 

Okiahoma 500,000 

South Dakota 80,oeo 
Texas I 7,000,00C 

Wyoming 25~), JOO 

Total I 15,855,550 L-_________________ ~ __ _____ 

The West Mauj Coral Reef ~nitiative (WMCRI) is designed to con~rol land
bascd pollutio~ threats to coral reefs in the Ka'anapali-Kahekili watershed 

Hawa~ In pa~tnership with Federal members of the O.S. Coral Reef Task 
Force. The primary threats to t~is watershed incl~de sedimen~ depo5~tion, 
n~trients, a~d o~her pollu~ants which are transported in s~r£acc water runoff 
and groundwater seepage into coastal waters. An of $250,000 i~ 
fi~anciaJ assistance is provided through 

The Gulf of Mexico Initiative (GoMT) was launched ~o address water quall 
and wildlife habitat concerns along the Gulf Coast of the United States. 
This action was developed respo~se to the 
to help restore the waters, shores and 

0eepwater Horizon oil spill and 
fe popu~ations along the Gulf 

Coast. This initiative is designed to help producers in 16 priority 
watersh~ds in seven ~a1or river basins in ~ive States; iGcludi~g Alabama, 
F~orida, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas. Funding may be provided (up to 
550 million over three years) through EQIP, CS2, ?RPP, GRP, and WR2. 

Gal~ of Mexico I~j ative 
:tY 2013 Allocatio:1 as 0; :1ay 14, 2013 

SteLe EQI2 \iYR2 

Alaba:na $400,000 -

E'lorida 50C,000 -

Louisiana 730,000 

Mississippi 100,OCO 

Texas 300,000 $2n 500 

iotal 3,1 OJ, 000 7.27,500 

':'he Dri:t"tl.ess l\rea Landscape Conser-val_ion Tnitiative (DALeI) \.v2S launched 
in FY 2012 to provide assistance to aqricultural producers irr,ple:r:entl~g 

practices t~at red~ce erosion and improve fish ife habitat in ~he 
Drift Area of Iowa, Wjs~onsjn, Minnesota, and :ilinois. Fi"~anclal 

~ssjstance ~s provided through EQIP. 
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DriftLess Area Landscape C()nservatio~ Initiative 

7he Everglades In lve (El) is dcsig~cd ~o provide ~5sisLance Lo 

ir:tprove water quali"Cy, cO::-ltrol Invas:lve plan~. specjes, bene:it wildlife and 

fish habitat, and support rural econonies i~ the Florida Everglades Region. 

f'unding is provided through EQ:P, GRP, and WRP. 

Nor~hern Everglades Initiative 

The Workinq La~ds for i:e Initia~ive (WLFW) is partncrstip between 
NRCS and the .S. Fish and W~ldlife Service (FWS) :0 res"Core wildlife habit a: 
for at risk wildlife species. It leve~ages capabilities and resacrces, 
targets assislance, cooperatively engages State and local partners, and works 
collaboratively with aqricultural producers, forest land nanagers, and 
Tribes. E'u:tding is provided "c~H'ough tiabit-at Incent.i ve 2roqram 
(WHIP). WLF\r~ i;:; a voluntary, incentive based pffnyt wi th three main 90a1s: 

T. Provide landowners financial and cal assistance to help 

therr. i:r,prove their 1ai1ds thrQugh wildlife habitat manageme!1t and 

protE:ction. 

II. :mplement conservat ion pract ices 7::hat will help restore populatio~s 

of declini~g wildlife species (candidate, Federally lis~cd 

endange~ed and t~reatened or other a~-risk wildlife species). 

Current spec':;_es addressed by ~'VLFW include Black-foot: Ferret, Bog 

Tur~le, Sage Grouse Initiative, SOGth-western Willow F1ycatcher, 

Gopier Tortoise, New England Cottontail, Golden-Wjnged Warbler, ana 
Lesser Prairie Cr.icken. 

III. Provide landowners wit~ Endangered Species Act requlatory 

and con~idence that conservat~on investmen~s they make o~ their 

lands today can help sustain their operations ~crm. 
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Working Lands for W~ ife 
FY 2013 Alloca~ion as of May 14, 2013 

States W~L2 
-~-------~--------~ 

Alabama $4,OOO,ClOO 

l\.rizona 200,088 

CaJ i fornia JOO,OOO 

Colorado 

CO;Hlecticu~ 

Delaware 1~, 000 

Florida 1,200,000 

Georgia 4,580,000 

K2Dsas 3,200,000 

Ken:ucky 100,OCO 

Louisiana 600,000 

Maine 200,OCO 

~~_L~_n_'Q_' __________________ t _______ 2_ .. 9_~~,_O_O_O~ 
Massachusetts 150,000 

Mississippi 

Montana 

NE:?hraska 

580,000 

465,000 

30 1 000 
-----------------------4------------
Nevada <;00,000 

------~~---

Nev,; Hampshire 400,000 

New lVlexico 598,150 

New York 60,000 

No ro: ~l C arC) 11_n_B __________ + ________ 4_0_,_0 __ O_0-i 

~orth Dakota 300,OCO 

Oregon I,OOO,DCO 

1 / 700,000 Pcncsylvania 

Rhode Island 200,000 
~--------------------- ---;-----------1 

l, lCO, 000 

Tennessee 75,000 

Texas 500,000 -----+--- ~~----

Utah 350,000 

West Virginia 100,000 

Wyoming 800,000 

Total 24,828,130 

Laur..ched in FY 2012, the Nat.ional Wat.e:c Quality Initiative (N~\JQI) 

accelerates consc!'vation in small, targeted to improve wat.er quality. 
t\ationally, ~RCS dedica::ed app:!:'cxirr.ately $33 million EQTP fundinq in FY 
2012,to p=oducers who voluntarily implement conservation systems to address 
agricultural sources of water pollutio~, includinq nutrients, sedj.menL, and 
pathogens. Through NWQI, NRCS also piloting use of new Wa~er 
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Quality Index for R~noff Water from Agricultural Fields in at least one 
watershed per S~ate. The I~dex will enable producers ~o evaluate the effecLs 
of conserva~ion syste~s. NRCS is also making $2 llion avai able 
for Edge-oE-Field water qual iLY monitoring ~n select NWQI watersheds dur~ng 
FY 2013. 

Natio~al Water QuaLi~y Initiative 
?Y 2013 Allocation to DaLe 

S"!::.C1te 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Ariz.ona 
Arkansas 
Californ~a 

Coloradc 

CO'l!1ect:.." C::.'U=-"L=-_____ -f-__ 
Delawa r-€ 

FIorlda 
Georqia 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
iowa i 
Kansas 
Ken-cucky 

Majne 
t.:a~yland 

Massach'J.setts 
t.:ichigan 
Minnesota 

EQl? 

156,914 
366,664 
9 7 4,649 

},716,075 
:,260,136 

10 7 ,742 
282,638 
249,343 
774,734 
530,033 
479,144 
9E,512 
985,682 
764,101 

807,380 
332,465 
360,98l 

27 274 
377,785 
959,977 

t-~i s sis s i pp i ________ f-___ l'-',c..1:cS:,-2=:-'-, ",5",3",3-j 
Missouri 836,806 
Montana ~5~,349 

Nebraska l, co] 840 
Nevada 349,120 
New HampsDire 59,827 
New Jersey 2:2,616 
New Mexico 1,189,563 
New York 282,599 
Norc.h Cacotina 1 094,280 
Norch Daf:ota 65,1,003 
Ohio 344,942 
Oklahoma } 31,1/0 
Oregon 390,557 
Pacific Islands Area 361,076 
Pcnnsylvar:ia 756,8 7 8 
r)uer-co R~c::o 231,2:12 
Rhode Island ']9,404 
Scu-::h Caro~jna 663,046 
50u-cn Dakota 497,668 
TE-?nnessee 765,076 
'::eXilS ],517,620 
Utah 3 72,199 
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Sta.te 2QI2 
Vermont 8e,13" 
Virqinia 6/j,954 
Washington 41l,133 
Wesc Virginia 307,732 
Wisco~sin :,389r29~ 

Wyominq 581,837 
~"~I" ____________________ ~ _____ 3_3~,_O_O_O~,_2_0 __ 3~ 

G~ZING l.l\.NDS FlJNDING 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing funding provided to qrazing 

lands issues for fiscal yea-:cs 201.2 (actual) and 2013 (es"':ima-::eo). 

Response: The table below provides the ac~ual obligations in fiscal year 
2012 and the estimated obligations for fiscal year 2013 for grazing related 
conservation pra~tices for lhe listed progr~ms. Funding levels shown do not 
include financial assis~ance dollars associa-::ed with Waste Management 
Systems. 

[7he information follows: 1 

Grazing LaDds ~ssues ~unding 

$774,611 

FY 2013* 1-__________ p_r_o-=.q_r_a_rr, __________ -t _______ FY 20] 2 

$444,264 

AwE? 1,046, 9: 1 7,138,:089 

CBWI 6,052,783 6,965,412 

EQLP 210,163,:'54 203,630, T!l 

1l,954,174 

CSP 35,091,893 

GR? 3,288,423 5,415,644 

TOTAL 265,160,431 26,3,661,630 

""FY 2013 p.:cojection is average of FY 2011 and FY 2012 ob~iqat~ons. 

GRAZING LANDS 

Mr. Ade~hol t: How many NRCS employees we2::'e ded~:...cated ~o gra zir.g lands 
issues in fiscal year 2012 a~d are es~imated to be dedicated to in 
fisca~ year 201l? 

Respor;sc: ~n 2012, a total of 1,117 NRCS ded g~azing land 
technical Qssista~ce, including conservatior:ists, reso~rce 

conservationists, and at State and below. In FY 20:3/ NRCS 
estimates that 1,107 NRCS staff will provide this type of technical 
assistance. 'These nU7[.bers NRCS st-.aff devoting least SO percent of 
their time to providing assistance on grazi~g lands. 

?he ~able below provides a breakout of ~RCS grazing land specialis~s: 
range conservatiocLsts, forage agro~oreists, and grassland specialists (these 
specialists udeo the totals provided above) . 
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[The infornation ows: ] 

CONSERVATION COMPLIANCE 

Mr. Ader~ol t: How J:\uch did NRCS spend or: we-:lands dete.:::'minations and 
conscrva~lon complia~ce in fisca~ yea~s 2008 ttyough 2013? 

Response: ~RCS c071ducts ~'ood 5c-:cu':::'ity Ac": status compliance reviel.-vs each 
year or:. a ::-:andomly ide~::.i£ied sa:-nple of cropj and traces. Tracts owned by :;SOA 
enployees are added Lo the list of those to be reviewed. 

Compliance reviews are conducted on a yea~ly basis with a national sample 
of far:n traces p.;::ovided to the States. The natio.:1al sample of fi1YT, t rac:=s is 
derived IrOQ records kept by the FarD Service Agency in a Kansas CiLy 
mainf::::-ame cOQPuter. The sample size is approximately OGe percent of far~\ 

::racts tbat c. farm payrnent in tr.e past year and con-:air; crop.ia!1d. 
dre provided ~o ~he Scates on Jd~uary 1, and they ca~ condilct the 

compliance rev Lew at any l.ime dl1ri:1.q t~e yea.::=-. The cOr.1pliance review 
delermiE3.tioEs :;n:Jst be ava.~lable t...o Nat.iorla.L Headquartf:~rs by Decemoer 1. 

spent ccnd:Jct. i ng the camp} r(;view.s rep.::=-esent. the 
entirety of ~RCS costs associated with wet:a:1.d and hiqhLy erodible land 
determinations. AddiLional costs include ~anaglng and maiGt.aining the 
software application, dcvclopi:1.g and ~pdating policy, and p~oviding traininq 
a!1d gh~ for reviews. However, NRCS dnes nc~ track actlviLies and cos~s 

additional :evel detail. 

follcwing table sumna:::."izes th'2 cytal hours spent each year co:-r;plcting 
conser-vat.ior.. compl3 ance on select.ed c:::·op':and '::racts. T~e reviews sea 
year 2013 have nOL bee::l. cOITpleled d3le. 

~The inforQ3t.ion follows:] 
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De terf:li.GC1t -} ons. 

-'Cost figure is updated based on fiscal year 2012 COSL estimates and assumes 

$61.30 hourly race bused on the foJlow2,ng: Ave:~age hou;:-.ly saLa-::y for GS-l1 

step 5 (so'-Jrce: OPM ger;.era~ schedule tab.~es for Rest of U.S.) plus cstima:.::e 

fo~ benefits a~d non-salary s~ppor~. 

Mr. Aderholt: How many ~echnical Service Providers (TSP) are 
yegis~ered NRCS? How much funding ~s associa~ed with TSPs? 

Response: There are ~urrently 2,173 
certified by the NRCS to assist producers 
la~d. The NaCS obliqated over $53 millio~ 

Technical Service Providers 
getting conservatio~ on the 
technical and financial 

assistance fGnds in fiscal year into co~serva~ion agreements a~d 
landowner contracts, These funds are directly associated with Technical 
Service ?roviders. 

PA,(7NSi(SHI?, COODERAC'~V2 OR OTHER AGREEt1ENTS 

i"-'!!'. Aderholt: Please update l.:-iforI'lation from the fiscal year 2013 

hearing records on the number of par:nership, cooperative or o~her agreeme~ts 
that NRCS has entered i!lto in fiscal years 2010, 2011, and 20:;'2 to i:1clude 

the estinated Ll.lmber for 2013. How H'any are States, local 'Jnits of 
Governmen~, and pr~v0~e or nonprofit organizations? 

Response: NRCS entered into 4,634 partnerstips, coope~ative or other 
agree:nenLs in :iscal years 2010, 2011, 2012, ai1d 7013. 'l'hE-; table below 

provides each year the number agreements with States, local 

govenEEer:ts, non-profits, p::-:.'iva-::.e organizations, and other types of 
organizations (c.g., and govcrnmcr.Cs). 

~";,he in£o~mat.io:1 follows: J 
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1"1r. Aderholt.: HO~"I] rr.'Jch fucdinq is associa:ed these aqreemer:.ts? 
Please provide ~nf8rma:ion on both mandatory dnd discretio~ary fundi~g. 

Response: The total funding associated with these agreements is 
S939,S03,?2~. 

LThe intormation ~oLlows:1 

Partnershio, Cooperative or Other Agreem?~ts Funding 

Fisc.:al Year Discretionary tv:anda:.ory Total 

2010 ~~117, 108, 509 $116,29:, lSI $233,399,66C 

2811 93,794,131 37,633,334 131,1,,27,465 

20:2 377,284,114 cS5,354,2U 562,638,331 

4, 271 , 814 7,-/65,955 12,037,;69 

N::)cc: t'Y ?:Jll ret::"ccts agrc;craents -:J) da::"e. 

Mr. Aderholt: =.iid NRCS transfer fundi:1q t:.he authority distribu"Cc 

that funding to any coope~ating entity? I! so, please list the partner, 

amount and year the funding was transferred. 

Response: ~RCS en-:ered ir,to the ~ollowing agreement-s wneYe funding and 

the authority to dis:ribute those funds were transferred to 

en~ity. 

partner 

[The in~ormation follows:l 

$267,900.00 

,_._119,000.00 

70,000.00 

2,000.00 
34,450.00 

468,64-.00 

FY Transferred 

$59,754.00 
(!lO :t'unds 

transferred yet) 

2010 
2010 

2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2J10 
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Mr. Aderholt: What ~anageffient systems does NRCS have in place ~o 
ensure 9artne~ship agreements fulfill their ves and funding is 
appropriate~y and utilized'? 

Response: NRCS reviews p~ogress reporting on a periodic basis, 
ensuring thar funds are expended authorized by the agreeme~t. Recipients 
are required to submi~ ~inancia~ reports quarterly a~d progress reports 
detai 1 accomplishmen~s b~af':nually. Req~est for pay:-nents are revievved for 
accuracy, fied for comp_Leteness and (~ompliance wit,h objectives of 
agreemen~s pr-icr Lo payrr,cnt approval oy -::he Grant:s Spec~a'::"ist and Prog.:cam 
Manager. 

NATIONl\L F=S~ & WILD.i.,IFE FOUNDATION PA?'I'NERSHIP 

Nr. Ade:holt: Please update the CorE:TlLttee on NRCS's $18 million 
part~ersh~p agreement with tlle Natio~aJ Fish and Wi ife Federation. Please 
provide a status report on the agreenenl, lncludi~g goals, funding made 
available, sourccs of funding, accountabili~y of ~undsr use of funds, and 
ma:-l.agement plein. 

Response: The Conservation Partners Program was established wL~h a 

ccnt~ibution agreeffien~ signed betwcen the ~RCS and the Na~ional Fish and 

W~-=-dli ~e Fouilda~io:1 (NFWF) on SeptE:.~IT,be:- 29, .2011. The Conseyvation ?artners 

I?rog.:cJm is ItJ:1aged by Nyt-JF und2r '[he of the con~ribution agreement. 

The goal of ~,he prograr~t _~s -::0 maximize agri.cult'Jrcll cO:l.servation O~ltco~nes 

through conservat~on LechnLcal asslstance, capacity building, and outreach 

act . 7r.e fc.r,Qs ItJill bc: used to provide competi ti ve grants 

aqencies a~d organizations La conduct a variety of 2onservation projects in 

identified prio~ity areas ~hat help i:l. achievi~g the f011owi~g: 

Increase capacity to irrplement NRCS's conservation initiatives and 
contribu:.ing E""arm Bill programs; and 

Meet the Conservation Reserve Proqya~ (CRP) Technical Assistance needs 
in high eRP work:oad areas. 

The agreencnt is funded wi-::h $5 million from Conservation 

Assista~ce (CTA) and $5 Dillion [rom CRr tec~nical assistance. 

funding so~rces are tracked separately. The C~P funding s Gsed Lo Deet 

technical assistance needs in high CRP workload areas. In addition, a total 

of ~early $23 lLio~ in grantee tu~ds and one rrillion dollars of 

NFWF non-Federal funds contribute to work under this agreement. 

~}RCS funds do not go directly to N?'V\lF. ;\lRCS disbu:ses o:l. a 

relr:lbursable basis upo~ completion work outlined in t~e agreement. 70 
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dale, approximately $9 millio~ has been awarded i~ supporc of 66 projects. 

All projects are cu~rently active or are in thc contracting phase. Over $4 

million of C~A funding has been obliqa~ed to 46 projects and $~ million of 

CRP fundjng has bce~ obligated to projects (note: in some cases eTA and 

CR? funds may be obligated to t.h9 sa:ne project). Appcoxlma':ely $261,CCO of 

the $9 fli dollars o.\""a has been disbursed to sub-recipients. 

The contribution agreement creating the Conservation Partners Program 

outl~nes the ter~s ensure t~at funds are used as intended incl~ding 

processes for proposal review and selec':ion, fund management, and progress 

reporting. 

For each grant proposal, NFWF obtained grant proposal reviews a~d letters 

veri£yi~g involvement and supporL of projects from the relevant/effected NRCS 

State Conservationists. 

An ,Z1.dvisory Team ~...".as created to provi_de input ir:.to -;:he grant review a!1d 

selection process. The Advisory Team consisted of no fewer ~han two 

representatives chosen by the NRCS Chief and no fewer than two 

rcprescr:tati ves chosen by Lhe F',xec'-1ti ve Director of "NFv.JF. NF'WF provided a 

slate of projects for revie'l-i to Lhe Advisory Team. NFWF also provided 3. :"1.111 

set 01 projecL materials to include a project description, financial 

irlformatLon, pro_lect SLart und end da~es, budget, reviews, and total matching 

doJlars to be raised ~he Advisory Tea~. 

The i\dvisory CartI:1ittee reviews the recoIT;....'1:endatlons 0: the Ac.visory 'Team 

and makes ftnal recommenda~ions :or the NRCS Chief and NE'WF Board of 

;)irectors. The Advisory Cormni ttee wiLL only incl:.xdo representatives from NRCS 

ar:d "GTWF and both enLlti.es will have eqt:al ~veight :in recommen.ding f':'na.l 

project selection for NRCS Chief's approval. 

Proposals were reviewed to ensure aJl proposed budgets contained allowab~e 

costs and were otherwise consistent wit~ appropriate OMS geidelines, NRCS 

aciministrat L ve requ ;_rements and NFi"Jr' policies. Ar..y sub-award agreement. was 

required to meet the sarre NRCS adm':'.nistrat.i ve requireme:lt.s as the 
award. 

The two pools oE NRCS monies are maintained in separate acco~~ts. This 

enables traCking the two separace funding sources that NRCS is using to 

fur:d ~his agree~en~. Sepa~ate and iden~ical repor~ing needs were identified 
prior La grants being ~ade. 

~;F\i;JF subrr.i ts a prog ramIr.a[ is repor~ biannually "to the NRCS techr..ical 

con~act within 30 days of the end of a fiscal year funds are 
expc::-lded. The incl ude sumr:lary information (st.:c~h as t!le nu::r:ber of 

customers served, conservation activities perfo~med, iobs created and 

esti:nat.ed or obse::::-ved cr;.vironmcntal outcomes qene::-ated) :::or all approved 

projects, as wel':' as ar.. update on thnir status. ~FWF sc.br;;i'c:s quarterly 

financial repo~ts Lo NRCS withi~ 30 days of the end of the quarter. 
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~RCS disburses ~und.':l on a reiDbursiJ.b~c basis upon cowpleL~on 0= work 

outlined in '[he ag~ee:r"e~t. NRCS and NFWF wlll monitor progress all 

projects selec'Ced for tunding ~o ensu~e they successfully ffieet t.heir stated 

objectives. N~WF also fund an evaluatio~ of the Conservation Partners 

Prograo throuqh a third party ev~luator. 

At the end of the project period, ~FWF w':_ll provLde a final p2:'ogramrnatic 
report highlighting the j ndi vidual pro j ect acco:npl ishTr,er.ts and sUIrJt~arizing 

overall program sh~ents in buiidinq capacity for enhanced 
slewardship at Lhe level. In addition, the Eir.al report will 
include a final ~inancial reporting of all sub-award disb~rsemcnts and 
administra:.i ve expenses. T~e re~)orL wi" 11 lncllldc copies of all fina.i project 
reports from sub-recipients. 

PF,RSONN2L 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a showing t~e nu:nbcr of NRCS pcrso:1:1cl 
assigned ~o headquarLers, States, :1ationa1 centers, and a~y other ces. 

Response: The table bel()\..J displays the Duober of NRCS perso:1nel assigned 

~o National Headqua~lers (NHQ), States, naciona2 centers and other offices. 

The n-Jmbers below :::cflcct all act i ve employees, i.ncluding permanent fl.:ll time 

and part Li~e persoGnel. 

i:1formation follows:] 

NRCS Pe:::sonnel Assigned to Various lorations 

l.oca [l on NUhlber Pcrce:-tt 

State/Field Offices 10,404 92 
NEQ* 549 

National Centers and Ocher 391 :3 

TOLd.>.. 11,344 100 
*NhQ ir,c>_uQCs: Nationa-L EmpJ oyee Deve Lopnent Center, Bc.sir:.ess 
Manage~ent Leadership Program, and Informatio~ Technology Cente~ 

CEF:'ERS 

Mr. Aderholt: P~ease provide a list of the ~atio~al centers, i~cludi~g 

location, fundinq and slaff levels associated wi each center for fiscal 

years 2008 through 2013 and an~icipa~ed tor fiscal year 2014. 

Response: The information i submitted for the record. 

[The lcformatio:'1 follows: J 
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National Center 

Natio~al Centers 
F'unding!l 

(Dollars in Tho~sands) 
Staff Levels!! 

Name Location II ,"YOB I n09 LYlG FYl1 fYl2 FYl3 FYl4 I,"YOSIFY09IFY10IFYlll FY12 I FY l 31 FY14 

~at~o~a~ E~ployee 

Development 
~enter-

National 
Geospatial Center 

10f Excellence' 

Soil 

National Wate::: 
and Cll~Late 

Center 

gr:icultural 
Tildli fe 

Conservation 

Worth, 

Collins, 
Color"ado 

Fort v-Jortn, 
Texas 

Linco':n, 
Neb:::aska 

Portland, 

Oregon 

Mad':.sor., 
ississippi 

$2,8701 $3, ~49 1$5, 3~21$6, 6721$';, 9801$4,4501$4, 4501 17 '7 20 22 31 31 

1-; , 3731"5, 353 126, 991125, 546138, 935154, 700 15 ~ , 7001 42 1 .3 6 1 33 1 40 1 62 62 1 62 

7,632 8, 4 1 11,5[1416,56317,47315,480 IS,4flO 169 I 9 I 56 I 49 I 46 I 46 1 46 

8, 7,607 11, 06111,987111,74818,010 I B, 0101 61 1 61 1 69 1 78 1 80 1 74 74 

113,55912, 1 2,774 1 ,78913,8c613,80613,8061 1 1 9 1 19 1 18 1 1 18 1 18 

IIl,63511,458 12,1931 36C 1 4 1 ~ 5 
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Furcd Ing/' 

Nati.onaJ Center 

Sta ff L8vels!1 

;\a:ne FYH I,Y08IFY09IFYI0IFYllI FYl2 I FY13 I FYl4 

Center f4 

2.- Water 

Data. Cer.Ler: I
:, 

Natio:l.al 

Geospatial 

Developrcent 

ICenter" 

I:o:::~ Worth., 
Lexas 3,059 I 2,799 I 3, 6 I 3, US I 3,140 I 2,437 I 2,437 I 20 I 70 

=to"~ I ; ,'"' I ,"" I """ I" '"' I "m I "m I " I HI" I 

P-OCK, 

2,110 12,062 11,83011,62511,92011, Il,5LJ 115 I I 12 I 

IMorgar.towD, 

'est Vl\ 

Worth, 

II 1,127 I 

2, 902 

812 

, 

I 267 I I 2 

19 21 7' 

17 I 17 I 17 I 17 

13 I 13 I 1: I 11 
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National Cen.ter 
Name 

East 2emo::::e Greensboro, 

Sens.ing North 

Laboratory Ca.!::'ol1.na 

~~,u" "'0'" 
Sensi:-lg I~' r Vi t' tor..... 'or ;.~, 

L3borato"Cy Texas 

lest Remote 

Sensing 

ILaboratory 

c~n~.e. ~l~ I~ort v'Jorth, 
Ln::. t ~" I'exas 

'lest 

Ils,302 I 1,248 11,73612,392 12,467 12,574 12, :)74 1 8 

11,3571 ~,466 12,60213,3781 J,347 12,9"14 12,974 1 H 

1 727 16,68411,28011,70311,84411,7001:,7001 

2,6531 2,932 ,968 1 2,958 1 ,667 25 

6,C84 6,007 5,92116, 6,14114,83614,836 39 

SLaff Levels!;; 

FYI3 I FY14 

1 8 1 24 1 38 1 38 36 1 36 

1 14 1 34 1 I 48 I 42 42 

1 16 1 25 I 25 I 21 21 

25 23 24 24 

37 38 39 39 36 
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Funding/; Star: Leve..Ls/:" 

I:\ati CenLe:c (Do ~ 1 ars in -:'housands) 

Name Location II FY08 FY09 FYlO 1 FYl1 I FYl I n13 FY14 IFYOSl,Y091FYlOI FYlll ,-Yl2 1 FY13 1 FYH 

National 

'Techcology 

Suppo~t CenLcr Wortt, 
Central/I- Texas 4,9391 5,373 15,370 ,u991 0,340 1 ,,27914,279 130 34 32 29 

'J, ')301 4,860 11,87014,74414,39113,78513,785 30 29 28 27 

-/ f'Y 2812 and 2013 £G~ding is based cn In~tial Les, and based on assistance 
provided during year, funding nay fluctuate. 

-j Staff~~g i.DclLde occupied positions and approved vacan~ positions an~icipated ~o be filled 
before year-end. 

'/ National Soil Survey Cen~er incicdes fu~ding and staff levels for the Geospatial Developmen~ Cen~er in 
MorqanLowD, WV during E'Y 2011 and FY ; however, the employees are located in West Virginia. 

ATtJCC was not fully flJnded in FY 2011. Amoune was for expenses through March 18, 2011. The Center 
e~ployccs have been reassigned to headquarters. 

"j The National Plant Data Center merged into National 7echnology Support Center East beginning in FY 
2010 with completion FY 2011. 

(;( National Geospatial Developn~ent 
Lncludes funding and sta 

Virginia. 

Ce~tcr in Morgantown, WV i s~ppocted lhrough Lhe ~atio~al Soil Survey 
during FY 2011 and FY 2012. Emp1oyoes are located in West 

The Wi Habitat Management Center merged into ~a~ional Technology Support Center Central 
beginning in FY 20G8 with co~pletion in FY 2009. 

29 

27 
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In FY 2008 through FY 2011, NRCS assigned one staff position, National Agroforester, from the Central 

National Technology Support Center (Lincoln, Nebraska) to the USDA National Agroforestry Center (NAC) 
(Lincoln, Nebraska.) The NAC facility is owned and operated by the USDA Forest Service, but the 
agroforestry technology transfer program is a partnership between NRCS and the Forest Service. 

The East National Technology Support Center include funding and staff levels for the National Plant 
Data Center for FY 2011; they were merged effective FY 2011. 

This center's name changed from the National Geospatial Management Center to the National Geospatial 
Center of Excellence in FY 2013. 

1/ Due to changes to the NCSU organizational structure, based on the approved National Headquarters 
reorganization effective May 6, 2013, a separate chart will not be presented. 

11/ Increased funds for NITC are related to funding and management of Information Technology initiatives 
for the agency that are being centralized to NITC. 
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ClATlONAL TCCHNOLOGY SUPPORT CSNTCRS 

Mr. Aderholt: ~leasc provIde a st of the national technology support 
centers, including r local ion, funding and s~af~ leve~s associ.ated with 
each center, for fiscal years 2008 through 2013 acd pateci for 20l4. 

Response: The ir:format-=-on is subm.L t:ted for the record. 

[The information follows:l 
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FundiCl9 (Dollars In Thousands; Staff Level : 

NTSC Name Location rYOS n09 FYlO nIl FY12 E'Y13 FY14 nOB FY09 F'Y 10 FYll F112 ,'Y13" FY14 

Portland, 

West NTSC Oregon $6,084 $6,007 $5,921 $ 6 1 0-; ~ $6,141 $4,836 $ 4,836 39 37 38 ]9 39 36 36 

c----' 
Central Ft. Wocth, 

N'T'SC Texas 4,939 5,373 5,370 4,899 5.340 4,279 .L;,279 30 35 34 32 31 29 29 

Greensboro 
North 

East NTSC iJ Carolina 4,530 4,860 4,8)0 4,744 4,391 3,785 3,785 27 30 29 29 28 27 

-,-'----

FY 2013 year-end . 

• f In FY 200B through FY OIl, NRCS assigned one staff position, National Agroforester, from the Central 
National Technolcgy Suppcrt Center (Lincoln, Nebraska) to the USDA National AgroforesLry Center (NAC), 
(Lincoln, Nebraska). The NAC facility is owned and operated by the USDA Forest Service, but the 
agroforcstry technology transfer program is a par~nership between NRCS and che Forest Service. Funding 
and staff level for this position are included in the cable. 

East NTSC include funding and staff levels for the National Plant Data Center for FY 2011 which was 
merged wit~ the East NTSC in FY 2011. 
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gr. Aderholt: Please provide a of P]ant Materials Centers, 
including location, funding and staff levels for fiscal years 2008 through 

and anticjpated for fiscal year 2014. 

Response: PlanL ~aterials (PMC) opera~ing cosLs and staff levels 
(FTEs) for tiscal years (FY) 2008 through FY 2Q12 are actuals, and FY 2013 and 
E'Y 2014 are estimates. Opeyating -=-nclucie staff costs, normal operating 
expenses, equipment :::naintenance and replacement, and facili':y maintcnanc2 ar:d 
upgrades. 

[The in£orrr:ation follows: J 
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PLAtl'r LvlATERlAlj CENTERS OPERATING COSTS l~ND F":'Es 

FY FY 2012 Actual, and FY 2013 - FY 20J 4 Es::.:'ma'Ce 
(Dollars in Thollsands) 

2011 2012 

t'TE Cost !;:'TE Cost FTE Cost FTl:: 

Tucson, 
$099 $389 5369 

3 I 290 4 I 336 3~3 4 I 357 4 I 350 

4 I 4 -30 5:4 :':)2 3 I 399 360 

Brooksvllle, 
F'io.::ida 4 I 363 5 I 448 334 4 I 347 3 I 330 

Americus, 
Georgj_a 316 360 239 199 

Holokai, 
4 1 41 3 1 Hawai j 348 421 "101 360 388 

Aberdeen, 
41 Idaho 382 509 395 I 4 I 4:0U 

Manhattar., 
KanSdS 373 

434 I 4 I 47? I 4 I 5]0 I 4 I 486 4 I 433 I 4 I 42S 

Eas'C Lansing , 
302 1 3 1 370 I 3 I 4 I 330 I 4 I 4 I 335 I 4 I 340 

251 186 2 I 280 

339 I 327 I 3 I 320 
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?::-"AN':' MATEFIl\L CENTERS Ol-'ERAT ING COSTS AND F'I'F~s 

FY 2.000 - F"f Actual, a!1d FY - FY 20"L4 Estimate 
(:>011 ars i:1 Thousdnds) 

2008 )009 2010 2011 70:2 ;!C13 I 2014 

Loca+;:ion cos~ FTS Cost Fl'E Cost E"TE Cost FTS Cost FTE eosel 1 1 F'TF: 

Br iager, 
350 I ,4on tand "357 409 351 365 366 350 

I 
3 150 1851 Fa~lonJ Nevadd 3'l2 297 296 233 200 

Cape May, NeH 
394 I 3 I 390 I ~~~ r se_y ___ ?70 3 328 308 410 ':390 3 

Los L:.mas I New 1 1 I 
Mexico 364 415 344 388 

Flats, Ne,,1 

368 I York 318 390 5 342 4 le 3 I 320 I l I 320 

Bismarck, I 
Non.h Dakota 1.12 49?- I 1)24 426 4 I 420 

I 

Oregon ___ 337 409 357 431 I 355 4 I 322 330 

'rexas (J 

1,191 I Ce:1ter5 ) 1,808 11 1,207 10 1. 010 940 950 940 

Pul:'man, 
320 I Washingt~n + .. 297 360 319 )93 320 333 

I El.lderson, West. 
Vi f9..Lnia 279 ]57 274 747 309 280 280 

Othe-:::- NRCS 1 2,668 10 2,592 2,734 1,46'; --.. ~ 
:)34 36: 231 

Su.b-total l 

8, 4361 t\RCS Location.') 102 :2,195 10 l .1 '188 98 11!2"~" 92 _"_~.~I 295 88 8,608 79 77 
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Pl.ANT Mh.TERIAL CENTERS Oi?E;RATING SOSTS AND FTEs 

FY 2008 - ?Y 2012 ActL!.al, and FY 2013 FY 2014 Estimale 
{Jollars in 'Thousands} 

2013 

Cost F'l'E FTE 

2dlrr.er, Alaska na 9S na 04 n0 81 ca r.~ 

Meeker, 
Colorado 242 na 210 na 231 na 65 na 6) 

Sub;:otal, 
495 na 337 26" 3J ;:.: na 6::) fla 115 na 

Total, 

:.1,3351 
Obl i gated or 
Estimated J 2( 9, 
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rl'TERNA':':ONAL TRAVEl 

Mr. Aderhol::: 
years 2012 and 2013 
the associated cost 

any NRCS AlT'ployees travel i:1::.ernat.~onal1y in fiscal 
to date? so, please describe the purpose :he trip, 
and destination. 

Response: ~orty-fivc NRCS employees traveled internationally ~n fiscal 
year 2012 and as of May 2013, 20 employees have traveled during fiscal year 
2013. International travel is for the foJ.l.owing purposes: International 
Meeting (1M); Technical Assistance - Lonq Term (>6 mo~ths) ; Technical 
Assis~ance - Shore Term «6 nonths) ; Scientifjc and Technical Exchange 
(STE); Trans Dorder Issues (Trans); and ng (TRN). The following table 
provides the ~equested information on the purpose, associa~ed total costs, 

destinatlo~s for the 

infor~ation follows: 

FY 20 1 2 

C01. .. :a:t:r: y NU!Ttber Total :ypc 

Afgha:1istan LT 

$3,552 1M 

Austo::alia 6,000 1M 

llUSLria 800 1C1 

Canada 12 :8,684 1M 

Canada E5 'l'rans 

Candda 1,408 '~8c0J 

Chlna 4 . 940 1M 
Ghana 1 - TDY 

HaiL. - :DY 

'lungayy 5,278 STE 

Irela:1d - TDY 

3 J3,801 1M 

Kenya 2,04::) TM 

Mexico 3,360 1M 

Lvlcxico 3,204 S'ES 

Mexico 1 2. 523 ':;.'RN 

MicroClcsia 1 TOY .. -
Hongolla - T,)Y 

Morocco ,. IM 
New Zealand 5,580 STE 

Pakistan TuY 

Tot.als ! 1,290 
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FY 2013 

~. _________ ~c~o~u~n~t~r~y __________ -+ ____ ~N~u~m=b~e~r~ __ -r ____ ~7~o=t=a=j=. ____ -t ________ T:~y~p=e~ ____ ~ 
AFgha:l.istan ~ LT 

Australia 55,000 I:v! 

Can.ada 5,39C IM 

~C~a=n=d=d=a~ ____________________ t-_____ .. _______ 2-r ______________ 5_C-tI _______ ·=r=ra_~=s_' ______ ~ 

Chi:-la I SIC: 

Colombia 797 s~s ------.----.--.. -+---------1 
Gernany 4, '>00 Hl 

Mexico 2 4 f 827 

~'=N=e=w~Z~e=a=l=a=n=d=· ________________ t_------.------==t_----------·I~,=S=C=,0-t ________ o=-=T=E. __ . __ _____ 

Pakistan - TflY 

4, IOC [M 

TO:21 20 32,259 
~ote: ':'c3.veJ at no cost to t.hc agency was either rei:-Eb~lrSGd by :he Fo-reign 
AgrLcult.urdl Service or 'Lhe counT.ry, or at thE~ traveler's o\.'m expense. 

EMPY-,OYEES SERVING FORt:ISN COUt-;TRIES 

tvlr. Aderholt: How mar:y NRCS employees are serv3..ng foreign countries in 

fiscal year 2013? Please provide inforxa~ion on the purpose ~he 

assign!T,ent, duration 0:: assigr,mer:t and assoc':'ateci costs. 

Response: :n fiscal year 2013, x NRCS emp~oyees have served or are 

currently servinq foreIgn counlries. Four employees have served or are 
serving i~ Afghanistan o~ 12-mon~h assjg~ments supporcing Operation E~d~rjng 

Freedom. Three of those e:nployees have completed their assignmen::s (one 

enployee ccmplet.ed assignment in Oc,:ober 2012, and "two comp~etcd their 
assignments in D8ce~ber 2012). The other e~ployee was deployed December 

2012 and is currencly serving Afghanis::an. The costs for those deployed 
to Afghanistan arc paid by the Fo~eign Agricult~ral Service. 

Tn addi-:=.ion, t.i--l0 emp10yees are currer:tly 0:1 five-year resident 
assign~ents. One employee is assigned to Palau and one to the Federated 
States of ~icronesia (FSM) as pare 
bo~h countries. Estimated total 

:=he COr:'.pacL of Free Associati.on w:.th 
dt.:rinq 2013 

assigr:.men~. i:1 ?alau ar:.d FSl'1 are $537, 88:~. ":r:c} uded 
amount thE-:; age::1cy will. reimburse the State Depar"'=.rnent 
officia.l mail, and o:-.her items. 

GIS TiES 

the employeeS on 
tha.t to~al is c::he 

for embassy sesurity, 

~derholt: How much f~nding was spent on GIS activities 
years 2008 through 2013? 

fiscal 

Response: The information is submitted the record. 

[T!l.e infor:r~ation fo=-lows:; 
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r 
! 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

Contrib8tions to the zi~g of Soils Information 
And Deve lopment of ')iqi t:al Orthophotography 

S::'gitize 
(Dollars in ~illions) 

Year NRCS 
$9.80 

9.80 

9.80 

9. gO 

9.80 

Other 
Federa 1 

St.at.e 
Agencies 

$0.30 

0.30 

O.3~ 

C.30 

Digi I_al 
{Dollars in Milli 

NRCS ~]SGS FSA 
$0.50 $.70 $10.07 

7.30 1.75 22.80 

2.40 1.90 23.90 

1.90 1.90 10.50 

1.70 I 1.90 10.60 

2013 Es~. "9.80 0.30 1. 30 1 .70 9.60 

Federal 
& State 

Agencies 
$3.50 

3.60 

2.50 

3.50 

2.60 

2..70 

'Tho sill Sll:cvey GeOgraPhL-c-:l'L~a-td-:-b-a-se-.-II SC-:;S-=:-CUKc:;LO)--=(T-nlc-· t-ica
J
· t-:-i-vo--:-ha-s-L-t,,-'o-m~ai _L" --~ 

cCl.lponents, the soil sG.~vey conponenl and Lhe ecological site conponent. 
FY 201l and FY 2012 SSURGO :;:r;itiative funds ~lsed toward both componenls. 
I~ addi~ion to NRCS, Nacional Park Se~vice, .. Forest Service and the 
Bureau of Land ~anaqemenc are contributing ~gencies tte National 
Cooperative Soil Survey effort. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a sUr:LTflary, includi::1;J information on 
personnel, hardware, sof::\t<lare, applications, and le leco:'nmunications, of NRCS 
spending on Information Technology for fiscal years 2008 th~cuqh 2013. What 
is anticipated for fiscal year 

Response: expects to spend $182.9 million on InEorrnation Techilo::"ogy 

in fiscal year 2014. Of this nDount, $8.4 millioil for personnel, 

$12.1 miJlion is for Hardware, .3 ~illion is for Software, 52.2 ~iliion 

Ear ocher govern~en~ I? services and 514 .9 ~illion in total for Support 

Services. TelecoIT'uGu.:ticat ioc and applic2 tioD expend-i tUres are -: nel uded i;,j 1:7S 

Services and OLr.e:::- Support totals ar.d cannot be brokerl out a'::: this tiwc. The 

Table below itGrniz0S IT spending fo~ f~scal years 2008 through fiscal year 
20~4. 

inFor:nation follows:] 
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Inforrr,at':'on '::'echncloqy Sper.ci~nq 
(Dollars in Mel ~ions) 

FY 2008 ~v 7.009 2CiC) FY 201 FY 13 ~y ?O1~ 

Actual Actual Act.c.al Actual Actual Es:.. Es l. 

PerSO:1:18J.. 57.8 $ ! . ) $).8 8.4 $6.0 $8.4 $8.4 

Hardware C.9 1 7 8.9 jO.8 ')7.7 12.1 ,2.1 

Software 0.9 8.~ :., .1 I. i ;.8 6.1 14.3 

Other Gov IT 
Services 28.1 21.8 37.2 3.6 4.8 1.9 2.2 

:;:TS Suppo::::-t 
Services iii. 1 93.1 96.0 93.0 73.6 113.8 113.8 

Other Suppo.:::"t 
Services 51. 3 48.5 32.1 32. 1 

Total: 125.1 128.2 155.0 174.8 168.4 174.3 182.9 

PERSONNEL 

::-1r. Aderhol-::: Does NRCS ar.ticipa:.e ~Se of any personne: acl~o~ or 

reorganization in fiscul 

actio~s. WOilld a~y lead 
2C~4? Please describe lhe ar.t~cipa~ed 

reduc~io!l-in-forcc? 

Response: NRCS expects to ~o streamli~1(~ and red'J.ce ope:-atirig 
costs in light the curre~t and b~dgct allocatio~s. These efforts 
may st::::-ca~li~ing structllres a~d ::::-caligni~g fcnctions a~ t~c national, 
State a~d fj _evels to gain ~ost savi~g increase effectiveness. A12 
these changes 1 be cr~cial ~esoc~ces effectively and 
ou~ conserva:io~ p~ofessjo~als on provid~nq d~~ect customer service Lo ensure 
the ~ong ter~ nea:th Age~cy. 

We do not expect any reduc~ion-in-force i~ any reorganization 
fiscal year 2Cl~. 

~r. P,.derholt: f-iow r:1ar:y NRCS eElpi.oyees arc dcdicQ"Ced to cOIT~unicatio::1s? 
Eow ::r:a:1Y to r:Urilan resources '? How i:1a~y 

Please provide a breakdown by state 
Co FY 

headquar~ers and a corr,pa!:"ison 

Respo::1se: The inior:r,a:ion is provided in the table oe10'-'). The :;unbcrs 
1 tiMe a::1d pa -::--:. 

personne] . 
For each of the occupati.ons req~csted, the ~ollowing occupa~ion31 series 

were included: 

Cor:1y.m:1ica:::io~s: [\11 lJ()O occ'Jpational series 

ResoJrces: 0200 occupational series 

Accountinq and Managcnent: All osoe occupatio~al 

[T~e infor~ation fol::'ows:l 
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CO:TLITlUnicat ions, Hunan. Reso:.lrces 1 AccoL:r:tinq and Financial Ma::1agement Sta f t 

CONSERVATION DELIVSS-Y sc,'S-SAMLINING INITIATIVe: 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update tt-:e C~:m:I:'_ittee on the Conserva::.ion Delivery 
Streamlining Initiative. Wha~ is the status of ~he ini~iative? Wha~ is the 
t.in:;eline for irr.plement.at.Lon? What efficiencies will be real izeci? How much 
will full inplementa~ion of the initiative cost? How much will it save? 

Response: Tn FY 20]0, NRCS leadership forma~ly initiated an Agoncy-wide 
effort called the Conservation Delivery StreamlLning Initiative (CDSI). The 
lnitiative's goal to define and implemenL a more effective, efficient, and 
sustainable business model [or delivering conservation technical and 
financial assistance. Three overarching objectives were identified: 

-'-. Simplify Conservation 8eli very - Conserva t. j on de : . .,;. very must be easier 
for both customers and employees. 

2. S~reamline Business ~rocesses - The new business model a~d processes 
m~ls t ir:.crease ency and be inteqrated across Agency business 
lines. 

3. Ensure Science-based AssistaTI2e - ?he new business model must reinforce 
the continued delivery af scie~ce-based products and services. 

COST is implement.ing fi ve b:-oad strategies under th_Ls offor::: (j ) 

redesigning NRCS's business processes, (2) aligning i~s information 
technology with lhese redesigned processes, {J} integrating sc~ence 
technologies to enhance the quality nd e£fec~iveness of NRCS programs, (4) 
simpl~fying and standardizing Lhe de ivery o~ financial assistance, and (~) 

providing ways for work w th NRCS that are more convenien~ and 
e~ficier:.t. 
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The CDS~ effort, wh firsL received f~nding in FY 2010, is in its fourLh 

year. Durinq FY 202.1 Lhrougt: FY 202.2, NRCS redesigned a nu;nber of busi:less 

processes focused on conservation planning and nancial assistance cieJ~very. 

Pilots to evaluate new processes and technologies were conducted in FY 2017. 

In October 2012, NRCS began testing the Conscrvat~on Desktop applicatioc-

version one. NRCS re:eased version o~e as Beta version to offices _Lr. 

March 2013. NRCS is considering options for the nationwide implementation of 

Lls Conserva~ion Desktop technology. first ~elease began to integrate Lhe 

delivery technical and financial assistance, introduce automated workflows 

=or i~creased efficie~cy, and replace several existing i~cfficie~t, stove-piped 

tools. The first release of the Conservation Desktop also began integration of 

science-based teChnologies to efficiently address grazing and erosion. NRCS 

8urrently finalizing for a second version - making enhancements ~o 

the Conservatio:1 Desktop and expects to begin design "in ?0~"3. 

In early 2013, NRCS began design and development on the first version 01 

i+::s ::-H-::W Client Gateway, a sinpl(o';, web-based applica+::ion for C'..ls':OIT.ers Lo apply 

~or pcograns, check eligibi tv, view conservaLion plans and contracts, sign 

documenLs, request payments for practices applied, and much All ::-:tese 

NRCS c~sto~ers 24 hours per day, seven days a 

week, ever having to vi NRCS ice or make an appointment. ~RCS 

expects to deploy the verSlon of the Client Gateway in 2014. 

Also in early 2013, NRCS bega~ o~ its mobile planning application. 

The fvlobi 11 add significant efficienc::y to NRCS's ability to 

deliver conservation assistance, and allow NRCS spend 2S much as 75 percent 
their time in the field wilh ie:1::s, cO:llpared to 20 percent La 40 

percent often reported by field staff. 

NRCS's custo~ers will benefit fro~ this effor~ by: 

Having to mab:-; fewer trips (if any) to t.he field office; 

SaviGg NRCS's program participants over 750,000 hours annually; 

Shortening the timeline between applying for proqra~ and having a 
signed cont::-act ("LctrqeL is t.wo weeks or less v-Jf:en zully impLemented); 
Speeding up practice installation; 

ELsurir.g I'apid paYEl.f:::rit.S after a practice is app1ied; and 

Having access to on demand 
conservat~on assistance. 

service ~or naGY of the steps in 

NRCS will be more efficient and effective by: 

• Reducing documc:1"L handling and wasteful dcplicatc da~a entry; 

• Reducing decision and approval times for plans and contracLs; 

envi~onmcntal benefits t~rough higher quality plans; 

• I~np~ovir.q access t_o best-available inforrra-cion and technoloqy, and 

• Aligning staff with the Dore efficient bJsiness processes. 

The Lolal plan~ing and developne~~ cost for t~e Streamlining Initiative is 

$79 TI'.illio:1. Implerr:entatio::l and na2n-Cena::1ce costs ~"ii~ L ramp up with the 
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national i::np.iencntation of the first Lools and processes, and total $169 

milLion through F'Y 2019. The 'coLal cosL fo.::- the COSI efforL thror..:gb F'Y 2019 

is estimated at $248 ~illion. 

NRCS est.imates that I-<!hen fully '::'mplc;me!1ted, CDSI \.-Jill "free up" over 1, SOC 
staff years in tr..c agency's s-cate and field offices that are currently used 
for administericg duplicative (lIld burdensome administrative processes, These 
staff years ca~ be refoc~sed back on customer service and bet~er planning and 
delivery of conservation stance. 

:vIr. Aderho 1 L: How rmeh funding per year has been a 1 locat_ed to the 
Conservation Delivery Streamlining Tnl ve (CDS1) since it was initiated? 
How rn:;.ch more be needed and for how :-na:-1Y adciitio:lal years? 

Response: Allocations COST were 57 0;[ in fY 2010, $14 million 
in FY 2011, and $10 million in 2012. In FY 2013, NPCS is requesting an 
apportionment from OM1:3 of $12 million. 

The total planning ar::d development cost for the St.rea!nlining Ini::.iative is 
$79 million. ~rnplementation and maintenance will ramp up with the national 
implementation of the first COSI tools and processes, and tota.1 an estimated 
$169 million through FY 20:9. The total cost for the through 
2019 is an estimated $248 million. 

CONSERVl\T"LON 2FFE:CTS l\SSESSMENT PROJECT (CE1\P) 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the Conunittee on the Conservation Effects 
Assess~cnt Project (CEAP). Please include a table LhaL shows the amount of 
funding allocated to CSA? per year since was initiated and how much will 
oe expended in fiscal year 7013 and 2014. 

ResponSE~: CEAP was E~stablished v,<,ithln USDA in 2003 to deve~op a 
scientific ur~de!'standinq and methodoloqy [or esti~ati::tg the e:'l.vi.ro::1Incntal 
effects of co~scrvation practices on cultural landscapes at onal, 
regio::1al, and watershed scales. CEAP Ls 3 mUlti-agency, multi-resource 
effort, a~d its scope includes building the science and i::tformation base 
needed to support planning and implerrcntation, management 
decisions, and policies. CEAP 
national assess~ents, watershEd 
bibliogrc1ph :_85. 

b810\-J: 

reviews and 

B_~i:!g_~~. The annual CEAP budget for the Natural Resoc.rces Conservatio:1 
(NRCS) peaked at more than $8.3 mililon 1n 2004 and 2007 but since has 
dropped around $5 million ar::nually, about the same as i:1itial-year funding 
(Table 1). The NRCS investment in CEAP, however; has leveraged more thDn 
$240 million in contributions ~rom crganlza~ions, universities, State 
agencies, a~d o~her Federal agencies (~able 2). all, more tha~ 60 
age~cies and orqanizations are CEAP pa~tners. 

[7he information follows:] 
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'l'able 1. NRCS CEAP 8xpe::ldi:.ures, roY 2003--FY )013 

r-_________ '-'(l'-')o=,~lar-s in Thollsands) 

Fiscal Y~ar Annual :;':c.nding 

f--______ 2:c0=-0::.-, 3=-- $ 5 396 
2001 8,.343 
2005 8,000 
2006 8,JOC 
2007 8,340 
2008 5,754 

2009 5,000 

2010 4, 6J~ 

201:. 5, JOS 

1-_____ ---.:2:.:0'-':..oL 2 C! 910 
2013 4,619 

2814 (esL.) 15,900** 
** In 2012, agency leadershlp approvea a ~onq Lerm worK plan ti,at projects 
CE.Z\? silpport cost.s for tt-;e :'text 7 years. p2 c:m i pred i a ted upon age:lCY 
fund~ng available La carry out these lo~g-tcrm plans a~d pro scts a fc.nding 
level need of $15.9 million for FY 4. f~nding incre se is required 
to support data on cos~s for 'Jpda~inq the original crop~and farmer 
survey conducted in lhe 2003 2006 timE.:Iraree. ne"·,' survey wi:il 
document conservation implemecta~ion progress a~d the associated 
er:vironrcle:ltal gai:1s and i::npacts of conservation adoption sincE"' the tir:1e±-rame 
of initial survey. the additional £~:lding is ~o~ available, FY 201Q 
funding leve:s arc anticipated to be evel FY 20]3 j:1 order main~ain 

ongoing project work. 

Table 2. Leveraged inves-::nents in CEAP, ?Y 2003-FY 2013 
in ThoLsanos) 

20C3- FY 2012 11-yr. ~'otal 

$600 S600 

S20,000 207,882 

9, 

970 

Future CEA? reso~rces will be used gather da-:a to expand our of ~he 
cultural Environ~ental Extender (A2EX) field-level mode: Lo 

est~~ate conservation praccice effects on weLlands, wildl fe, and grazinq 
lands so as to Dare accura:ely model the cOr:1plex agricultural landscape to 

the variety of practices that. occur on the land. We wl~~ ~efresh Odr 

so we can better esciDate the conservation on 
the land and impr_ove our aoil L::"y La make inforQf;d, conser_vat-ion a!1d 
rnanagernen-: decisions. We also plan to support the r:1oaclinq and estixa~ion oE 
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conservation effects at smalle~ watershed scales to improve decision making 
for policies and proqrams. 

NRCS ilnd its partners in ARS and Texas 
a series of reports on the effocts of 

conservation prac~ices on cropland tha~ eventually wlll cover the 48 
contiguous States. To dd~e, six reports in this series have bee~ ~eleased, 
the Opper Mississippi River Basin, the Chesapeake Bay Region, the Great Lakes 
Region, the Ohio-Te~nessee River Basin, the Missouri River Basin and most 
recen~ly the Arkansas-Whits-Red River Basin. [he draft version of ~he Lower 
Mississippi River Basin repor~ has been completed and is currently being 
readied for internal agency review afld processes as well as an 
external scien~ific peer review. The Texas-Gulf RegIon repo~t is alSO under 
various stages of development and review. It is intended for these 
additional reports to be released In calendar year (CY) 2013. 

The reports are based on computer s.irnula-cions of conditions as of 2003-2006 
compared to conditions that would be expected if no conservation practices 
were n place. The simulaLlons arc based on data OD farming a~d conservalion 
practices iG use during the same period colLecced th~ough interviews with 
farmers ng a 32 page survey questionnaire conducted for the agency by 
the National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) and reviews of NRCS field 
office records. The National Resources Inventory {NRI) provided additional 
data and the statistical basis ~or the application of sophisticated modeling 
approaches, processes, and the prod~ction of ~eqional estimates and ng5. 
These studies not only provide estimates of the effects of conservation 
practices in place on the landscape for ~he study timefra~e but also help us 
determine treatment needs on cropped acres and estimate pote~tial ~ur~her 
gains from additional conservation treatments. The estimation process is 
consiste~t in each study area to allow compariso~ o~ find~ngs across 
regio;'1s. 

Corn..l.!',onali ties across all of the studies completed to date include: (1) The 
voluntary, incent~ves-bascd approach is achieving results. Farmers have done 
and are continuing to do a good job of conservation on aqricultural land, 
especially ir1 controlling erosion and also in reducing nutrie~t lossos from 
cropland. (2) However; despite the gains, we have oppor~unities to make even 

progress, especially in the nutrient manage~ent a~ena. (3) Suites of 
practices needed to manage complex loss pathways. No single practice or 
sinqlc combination of will be equally effective everywhere. (4) 
Targeting the most critical/villnerable and e~vironmentally ve acres 
delivers the grea~est benefit for ttJe co~servation inves~me~t. 

The re are, however; regio~al ciifferEmces among Lhe comp::"eted studies. The 
most severe co~scrvation treatment need on agricultural land in Opper 
Mississippi River Basin, the Chesapeake Bay Region, a~d the Great Lakes 
Region is loss of soluble nitrogen through leaching. The grcatGst need 

the Ohio-Tennessee River Basin is the loss of phosphorus from cropland. 
Wind erosion in the western portion and nutrient management (nitrogen and 
phosphorus primarily) in the eastern portion of the Missouri Basin are 
important cO.:lservD.tion concerns. 

The next generation of CEA? studies on cropland will be conducted at smaller 
sea 1 e to IOCG.S on more J ocalized prior:"tiGs. A data collect,~or: effort on 
farming and conservation practices in use in the Chesapeake Say v1atershed 
(2012/2013 revisit sucJey) has jus::::. been c::ompleted uLLlizing an expar:.dcd NRI 
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saDple size from ~he initial 2003-2006 data collection effort. A report on 
fi~dings wil~ be released later thi year. 

In additio~, we have completed expanded da~a collection efforts for two 
special study area (revisit surveys) for the Western l,ake Erie basin and the 
Des Moines River watershed/basi . reports wi update fj~djngs from 
l:he 2003-2006 survey and be reJeased early next year. A third study 
associated with agricullure Gay-DeJta area Ls the 
planning stages rig~t now with data collection scheduled to begin late CY 
2013. These studies are i~tended at d much sma~ler scale 
than the current national assessmen~. 

The CF.AP-CroplaCld es have provided additional 
tools for decision support and direct assistance to 

landowners. For example, th(~ cropldDd mode] Lng team has developed an 
optiDization model that evaluates alter~ative approaches for set~i~g 
conservation priorities that can poten~ial1y maximize the benefits of 
conservation investments. New tools developed as a result of CEAP modeling 
are being incorporated in co the NRCS Conservation Delivery Streamlining 
Initiative (CDSI) to help field offices provide faster, better technical 
assistance to landowners. 

Another tool, the CEAP Conservation Benefits Identifier (CCBI) gcospatial 
dala layer is an attempl Lo Lrans core CEA~-Cropland report fi~dings 
reJaLed to nutrient manageT71ent needs into actionable inEormation [or agency 
landscape planning and program del very at the eld level. Tte CEAP Soil 
Vulnerability Layer is another national geospatial layer that as 

_~ the CEAP reports from model runs using APEX, and allows 
environmentally sensiLive/vulne~able ~o be located across the 
la~dscape. Ihe National Soil Vulnerability Layer has been used in several 
regional initiatives, including the ChesapeaKe Bay Watershed Initiative and 

National Water Quality lIliLidtive. imary modeling APEX tool 
developrr.ent to support.- t.he COST effort is contLnuing and the CCBI tool is 
being used/tested in several State now. 

USDA initiated a sGries of CEAP watershed studies 
and quantification of the measurable effects of 

conservation practices at the wa~ershcd scale, dnd to enhance our 
cnderstanding the effects of conservation in the biophysical sett.ing of 
walershed. There were 42 watershed sludies jn ~otal: 1'7 Corepetitive Grants 
Watersheds supported by the National Institute of Food and Agriculture (N~FA) 

in part~ership with the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), 14 
Benchmark t~atecsheds conducted by the Aqriculteral Research Service (ARS 
continuing long-term effort), and 11 Special Emphasis Watersheds (SEW's) 
sepportcd by the ~RCS. 

A book synthesiz':ng lessor:.s learned £:2::'0T71 t1:e NtFA CEAP WaTJ';rsned Studies on 
croplands was puhiished last year 

2012, 387 pages, hardcover and free -3ccess). T!le synthesis 
earn, lead a":: North Carolina State University, also published r.UI:lcrous 
acre shGets and su:mnary papers t:o highlight K8Y findi:J.gs, which are available 
or down_load from the CE:AP website. Outreach to transla-;:e the science into 

hns been carr~ed aut for legislators, policy officials, agencies, 
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conservationists, watershed qroups, and producer groups. A new presentation 
for producer groups called, ~Steps to Citizen-based Watershed Planninq: A 
Presentati.on for Watershed P~annersn (November 2012; PP'l) was also made 
available on the NRCS CEAP websiLe to help improve the effectiveness of 
conservation efforts with private landowners. Efforts are underway within 
NRCS to apply fir-dings of this effort to improve conservation program 
design and delivery for greater effect. A special issue of a peer-reviewed 
journal (Journal of Environmental Quality) is 
i:l 2014 to share findings with scientists. 

in review for publication 

Work on the ARS watershed studies continues with new priorities cnder the 
agency's 5-ycar acti.oG plan. A specia1. syroposium was held to ir.form 
conscrvat ionists at the Soil and Water CO:0servaL~on Society Annual 
Meeting, which featured key fi~dings and conservation insights on 
sed_Lmentation, water quality and nutrients, cl_:~mJ.te i::-npacts, model ing 
approaches, a:r.d soil quality. ARS and ::-;'RCS are plar:.ning a spcc':al issue of 
the Journal of Soil and Wat.er C:::mservation t.hat su:r:marizes fi.ndings from this 
work. A nov.! CEAP Conservation Insight nearing cooplction and others are 
planned for development 2.a::er in 2013 and 2014. 

CSAP-Wetlands studies were planned to evaluate the 
conservdtion practices and programR by quantifying 

ecosysLem services (e.g. water quality, flood control, biodiversity) for 
major wetland types. Ecosystem services are I'the benefits people obtain fran 
ecosystems. II 

Five regional inves-::iqat_ions are ongoing: (1) Py:-alrie PotholE'; Eegion, (2) 
Mississippi Va11ey, (3) The High Plains, (4) Califonl:"a 
Valley and Upper Klamath River Basin, and ( ) Mid-Atlantic RoJling Coastal 
?lain and F~ats. DaLa collection and model development for maj 

each reqion are foc~scd on the following wetlaGd ecosystem 
services: floodwater storage, habi~at quality, pollinators, bio-::ic 
conservation and sus~ai.nabj.lity, erosion and sedimentation, nutrient fJte aGd 
transport, carbon sequestration, and greenhouse gas emissions. 

During the next 5 years, -::::he CSl-'1.P-Wetlands Nat.Lonal Assessment. will focus on: 

(1) developing CEAP-Wetlands modeling tha: provides NRCS with ~he capacity to 
simulate and forecast changes in wetland functions or ecosystem services 
provided by wetlands and associated lands as a result conse:::vi3.t.ion 
practices and programs, land treatments, iffiate change, and other factors; 

(2)callbrating and validating depressional (prairie potholes, playas) and 
riverine wetlands algorithms within the Integrated Landscape Model (JLM) 
linked to Lhe primary C8AP Monel APEX and tne NR: to improve st.atistical 
reliability of model outpu~ at mul~iple scales d:0d broaden its conservdtion 
application; (3)~ntegrating CEAP-Wetlands field dat.a collection me~hods with 
the NRI to cicve~op new onsite data colleclion elements and remote sensing
based pro~Qco~S that docunent spatial and temporal changes and effects of 

conservation practices and programs; (4)linking other C~AP component 
fi:1d.Lngs/efforts j nto ILt-1 and l\?EX to address cur:tulat.i ve pract icc and 
program effects across ITl'Jltiple scales; and (~)documer.L the e:fcc:::iveness 
of conserva~ion practices and working lands trealments within the broader 
regional study framework to improve modeling results and translating those 
resul ts to irEprove on-T"he-qJ:"ound conservation. 
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A series CEA? Science ~otes and Conservation Insights are being developed 
to highlight findings from the vario~s regional asseSSMents. The CEAP
WeLlands m~lli-regional literature synthesis was published as a special issGe 
0= :.he journal 2coloqical !\ppl ications in April 201:1.. 7he ten papers that 
:11ake ~lP synthesis docu:nE'n:: -::he scier:tific: literature summarizinq the 
effects of co~servation practices and programs on agriccllural we::la~ds in 
seven geographic regions ~he Uniled States. 

CEA? Science Note-Conserving e Pothole Wetlands: Evaluating Their 
Effects 00 Carbor: Sequestration ir: Soils and Vegetation. A ted States 
Geological Survey study for the CEA?-Wetlands componer1t fOl:nd that 
previo'Jsly farmed wetland catchments ~n the ?rai~ie Pothole Region (PPR) of 
the Northern ?lains co~~aincd as much as 26 percent less o~qanic 

carbon than did native prairie catch~ents. Restored wetland catchme~ts had 
Bore soil orga~ic carbo~ in the upper 6 inches of the profile ~ha~ the 
prev~ously farmed catchments but less than native prairie catchments. 

Based on a wet catctment ca~bon sequesLralion rate of 1.34 tons pe~ acre 
per yedr, carbon stocks were estimated repJenish wi~hin 10 years following 
reSl~orat1on most of the restored pr2;rie potho1e weT_land catc~rr.ents for 
the PPR. 1n dddition soil carbon sequestration potential, sequeslriltion 
of carbon through t~o e.:ncrgent vegetation pool on :::-estored cZltchme;''!ts was 
es~imated be more 788,COC tons the PPR, or sequcstratio~ o[ 0.7 
ton per acre o~ vegetative organic carbon in restored catchmen~s. 
~he interaction of vegetation and hydroloqic cycles was hypothesized be d 

more important factor on organic carboe sequestration than the 
wetland restoration age. Study sites were restored over a 19-year period 
(198 2004), a time span that ir:cluded one of tho most extreme dry and wet 
cycles recorded dilring the iast 100 years in PPR. This cycle potential1y 
influenced SOC baselines, rates carbon sequestration, and ~ne 
biogeoc~emical p~ocesses in we~land catchments. 

Two final- rep()~·ts for srl2_1-scalQ regio!1al assessment projects were complet8d 
2012: 

(1) Quantifying Ecosysten Services from Wetland Conservation Practices in 
Glacia~ed In~erlor Plains: The Provision of Water Quality (and Carbon 
Scq:lostratio:1) RenefiLs - T:i study, w'atEc?r quality improvemC!n~ pote::l~ial 

determi:1ed using denitrification, phosphoyus so~p~ion and carbon 
sequestrat ion potentials to compare res ':ored 
riparian beffers. 

lands, natural weLlands aed 

(l)Restorcd, conserved ~nd riparian buffer areas exhibited greater 
a~bien~ and potential denitrification than restored and natural 
depressIonal wetla~ds. (2)Ph~sphorus sorption was generally ~igher in 
riparian wetlands; however, wellarlds high in soil organic matter 
retained the most phosphorus. (3) A decision ~ree based on hydroloqic 
connectivity, parent ITaterial a~d disturbance regime was developed to 

id in the selection and placement of WR?/CRP riparian buffers and WR? 
restorations projec~s. 

(2)Assessinq Wetland Res~oration Practices on Southern Agricultural Lands: 

'lhe l.ve:.land Reserve Program in :::hE? Scmthcaster:L Coastal P1ain." This sample 

of more tha~ 100 WRP projects (SC, GA, ~S) ide~~if diverse wet:and types 

Lverine, mineral-soil flat, organic-soil dnd depressional] and p~iar 
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habitat cona~tions [rangi~g from ac~ive agriculture to forested bo~toilliands 

harvested for timber] -chat may affect restoration of we:::land functio;-ts. 

(l)Assessment findings showed the pr-=-mary e:np~asis a~l HRP pro~ccts 

was repairing altered hydrology or retaining natural hydrology. 

Vegetation restoration was generally passive with ~ree planting frequent 

en prior-agriculture sites. 

(2) Field surveys indicated that most. WRP projects had positive 
functional indicators of wetland hydrology, vegetation and fau~al use. 

A study was completed for the High Plai!ls regionaL assessrncn:: of playa 
wetlands exa~ining the farming and conservation programs on 
pesticides associated w~th sedi~ents. PesLiciode occurre~ce and 
concentrations were hiqher in wetlands surrounded by cropland as compared to 
native grassland and WRP/CRP resLored playas. In addition, two Mas=ers 
Theses and six papers :e:ated the CSAP-Wetlands regio~al assess~ents were 
published in scientific icurnals in 2012. 

The CEAP-Wetla~ds studies seek to i~prove ocr understanding of wetlands 

tural landscapes so that we provide tOarmers dnd ranchers with 

better advice on how to jrr,prove and conserve these vita_L 2reas. 

Regional assessments lected field data for ~ajor wetland types assess 
and model the [allowing wetland ecosystem services: floodwater storage, 

tat quality, pollinators, bio~ic conservdtion and sustainabllity, erosion 
and sedimentation, Ilucrient fate and transport, carbon sequestra~ion, and 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

During tho next 5 years, the CEAP-Wctla~d studies will on improving o~r 
capacity predict changes i~ wetland whe~ changes occu~ in the 
surrounding :lplands. The Integrated Landscape YIodel~the I~r<l-will help us 
increase our understanding of the dynamics of wetland functions in 
agricultura~ la::ldscapes ana thus improve ou,:::- technical assistance for 
conse~ving wetlands. 

Since 2005, the CEA?-Wildli fe Co;:npon.c:1c has 
asseSSf:1en-cs the e~fects of conservation 

prac~lces and progra~s on various pYiority fish an.d wildlife speciRs. These 
assess~ents, conducted in pa.:::-tnership with academic, NO!l-Govcrnmental 

zation, Sta~e and Federal agency science partners, have generated nore 
than two dozen technical reports from whLch we have developed technical notes 
a~d guida~ce documents to help pet findings into pract These findings 
have documented how USDA programs and practices 3~e benefiting species such 
as grassland and shrubland birds, native LrOJt, migrating and wintcri~g 
waterfowl shorebirds, a~d other at-risk specjes whi shedding valuable 
insight on now we 
delivery. 

improve conservalion practice standards a~d 

In recent years, CEAP-Wildlife has increased e~phasis O~ supporting 
assessments tha-:: document t.arget specl es' response to conservatior, p~actice 
implen;entatioE a:1ci that de science support for effective program 
delivery of NRCS wildl ife-oriented, landscape-scale special i~i~iatives. For 
instance, CEAP-vhldli~e is providing ireportant science support the NRCS 
Sage-Grouse Initiative, Lesser Prai Jni~iative, and the Golden-
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Winged Warbler and New England Cottontail aspects of the Workinq Lands for 
Wi.ldlife effort 

CEAP-I.vildl i fo also enhancing the biological aspects of other CEAP 
component models ar:d produc::.s. Speci.fically, \...;e arc work.ing with The Nat'Jre 
COrlservancy, ARS, and university partn.ers to s::ream fish and macro-
invertebrate sa:nple data wi -':h CEl\P-Crop1and model ing ;:ools, beginning with an 
intensive in the Westerrl Lake Eric Basin. This effort provide 
the ~eans to integrate biological endpoints into and water quality 
modeling, and thus help us understand and target effective conservat.ion 
practice irGplementation ~'lith biologically meaningful results. VtJe re 21so 
incorporat.ing biodiversir.y metrics into CEAP-Grazing Lar..ds modeJ 5.n9 e-;:-fort:s 
and to integrate fin.dings from various cOIcp1eted and oilgoi.nq CEAP-ViJildlife 
regional assessments into ~he Integrated La~dscape ~odel under deve]opmenL by 
CF:A?-WetJands. 

As we generate valuable products and insights for OSDA usc, we con~inue ~o 

share results with and solicit input Erom our partners in the fish and 
wildli fc science and managemcIit cOI!\IHuni tics. '~'hrough. the Interr.a t lanal 
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies' CEAP Worki::-l.g Group, we a.:-:e working 
to link C.sAl? Wildlife findings wi~h those of thE:; I!tonitorinq component.s of 
State Wildlife Action Plans, and vice-versa. 

Both of t:he Conservation Effects Assessment Projec::' 
syn"Lheses and companion, standalone Executive SummarLes 

have been cOIapJ eted and di st Y'i outed or:w1 de (Rangeland syn:.hes is ~ n 2011; 
Pastureland and Hayla~d syrlthesis i~ These literature syntheses are 
the most corr,prehensi ve collecti on of l ::ifor-mati on on rangE:land and 
pasture/hayland management in exis~ence. They will serve as "living 
docL:.ments" be apda t(:)d as :-leW scient Lfic i:l!orr:lation becomes a.vailable. 

The reports are the products o~ a rigorous external review by 40 rangeland 
scientists and over 30 pasture land scientists of published peer-reviewed 
scientific literature related ~o select grazing land conservation practices. 
!:\iReS co:nmissioned the reports its effo:::::-ts to help 
ranchers implement conserval: ion pract i.ces and to quide futt:re efforLs. SOIae 
of t:he key findin.gs provided recoITsnendations on how to modify s::ing 
conservation practice standards to account for body science that 
supports the key purposes of the practice. Addit-ionaJ recommendal 
provi ded opport'Jni :::ies for the research cOITl_i'nuni ty to conduct: studi E.~s that are 
pertinent to .::J.pp-l :Led managemen~ and the ..implernen::a:::ion of selected of 
2onservation pracLicps. Bolh literature syntheses provide opportu~ities to 
improve NRCS science and t.echnoloCJY, conservatioL plann_Lnq protocols and 
products, ar.d program delivery ~specls selected conservat~cn practices. 

Because most crosior: prediction models were developed for use on cl'opland, 
they are less reliable on rangeland and pasturelands. For lhis reason, A2S 
and NRCS scientists and others developinq computc::- Dodels to p~edict 
erosion on these unique landscapes, to include an outpct indicator o[ "risk 
potential" by storm event deter~ined by actuai grazing u~it conditiQ~s. This 
risk potential be used to guide ionists and grazing nanaqers ]~ 

de~ermining optima] gro~nd conditions minim~ze erosion. 1t wi~l be 
integra~ed ( the degree pass bIe) wi~h ecological site description 
vegetation change models ("state and l~ansition models") as an aid to predict 
plant. comr:tUniI-Y shif~(s) when risk potentials are exceeded. This will qive 
the manaqe~ a clear u~derstanding ground conditions !nord tor improve 
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using prescribed qrazinq and ocher conservation practices in order to 
main::'air. the d8sired pla!1t community under a given set of observed weather 
patterns and manage~ent Th8 Rangeland Hydrology and Erosion Model 
and Wind Erosion Model 1 provide grazing lar.d conservationists with new 
tools for advising grazing managers how best to conLrol erosion and naintain 
stability and function of ~he site. 

The CEAP-Grazing T,ands effort is also pionecring the techniques required to 
model !-eSOUrce e 
~elated CO!1texts. 

on rangelands, both environmental and production-

FINANCIAL AUDiT REMEDIATION 

Mr. Aderholt: Please briefly describe NkCS's efforts to improve its 
accounting sys~erns. When will the agency achieve a clean audit? What 
progress has the agency made since its first audit? What goals will be 
achieved this year? What are most difficult obs~acles ~o overcome? 

Response: NRCS cOEtinGes to strive to improve its aud:t position. The 
fiscal yea~ (FY) 2012 financial audit resulted in five material wea%nesses 
and two signi.f~cant deficiencies. NRCS H~ade significant ~mproveDcnts i!1 the 
areas of unliquidated obligations and information technology access controls. 

previ~us material weaknesses in these areas were downgraded to 
significant deficiencies. Additionally, the significant deficiency related 
to purchase and eet cards W2J.S downgr2Jded to a managemE-?nt COIYLrnent.. 

addition to working to sustain progress, NRCS deve!oped and is 
exec~~ing project plans to correct the remaining material weaknesses. NRCS's 
goal is to obtain a qualified opinion in FY 2013 and clean opinion in FY 
2014 . 

The FY 2013 a:Jdit is currently underway. The auditors have held several 
planEir~g r.tE-;et.inqs irJith NRCS and will visit t.wo State offices in carly ,June to 
assess NRCS's c~rrent i~ternal control cnvironnent. Testing based on March, 
,jUDe aY1d September balances wi 11 conti nue through late October. F'inal 
results will be avai lable early November. 

NRCS converted its core accounting system from Foundation FInancial 
:n~orma~jon System (~'F:S) to the FinancLal Manage~ent Modern~zation 

t.jative :FMM:) ~n May 2012. YMMI is the Department-wide core 
systen. ~he conversion p~ocess, though challenqing, was necessary 
NRCS to corapJ_el:e order to reso=- ve financial syste~ ;::-e_:.-ated a~dit 
findi:r;qs. 

:;n order to irEprove financ_ial marlagerr:ent, NRCS has real igned the Office of 
Chief ~'inancial Officer (CFO) with t~e Office the Chief, directly 

rpporting to the Associate Chief for Operations. Additionally, as resources 
permit, NRCS is expanding the qovernment workforce in the Office eFO 
and is Lransitioninq its financial 5anagernent from contract.or support to 
government staff. If expanded, this will allow NRCS the opportunity to 
establish continui~y i~ fina!1cial management and ret2Jin ~inancial managcmenL 
k~owledge in house. The lenge now to identify budget required, 
success[ully navigate the hiring process, train new staff and transition 
knowledge from contractors to new NRCS staff while still ~aking progress 
rerncdiating audit findinqs and improving financia: a~dit results. 
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CHA~GF: TN MANDATORY PS-OGPJ~MS 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a lis~ o~ all changes in ma~datory programs 
-':...r.cluded in the fiscal year 2014 budget request. For co~nparison purposes, 
p!ease Lude i O~ on tne authorizod levels of ~Dndatory f~nding 
amounts rel~~ed to the programs. 

Response: ?he in[o::::-naL"icn is sub:ni-t:.ted for the record. 

[7he information follows:] 

FY 2014 President's Budget (PB) 
Chacgcs in l-'landatoYy Progra;ns A0::ho::::-ized by Jollar ,;mount 

'001 Lar.s 'n ~housands) 

?roqram 

2nvironmental Quality 

Incentives Progra~ 

I Wildl.i.fe Habitat 

IncenLive Program 

Farm an.d Raneh ':"'ands 

FY 
A'.J-::::"lOrized/1 

.s~1, 750, 000 

85,000 

Policy 
ChilClqe/2 

-$400,000 

-40,000 

~p_r_o~t_e_c~t~i_o_~_>_p~'_ro~g_r_a_m ________ r-__________ 2_C_O_,_0_0_0_> r-________ -_5C,OOO 
Agricllitura::" £Vlanagement 

:lee. Program 

Small ,Jacershed 

~chabili~a~ion Progran 

iota" Dollar Chang" 

7,500 -S,008 

165,000 -165,000 [ 

-660,000 

FY 281~ Prcsid8~t'" Gudget 

FY 2014 ?B 

$1,350,000 

45,000 

150,00e 

2,~OO 

Changes in Mandatory P~ograms AuthorIzed by Ac~eage En~ollmen: 

II The Far~ Bill prog~arns are sub~ect to 
It ~roqrams were extended through 2014 

and Further Cont.i nUl ng l\ppropr~ ations Ac 
were extended through 7013 by Secti 70 

2012 (ATR1\, p,r.. ~"12-240). Passage 0 

roauthorization. Eany of Lhe Farm 
by Section 716 the Con.solidated 
, 2012 (P.'::'" ~L22-S5) 1 and othe.::.'s 

the AmerLcan Taxpayer Relief 
the Farm Bi ~"::.. may change the 

authorized anounts tor mandatory programs. 
2/ In aodi a~, the President's Budget includes proposed legislation that 
woald cap the Conservatio~ Reserve Program at million acres; ca~ 

Conservation Stewardship Program at 10,348,000 acres a~d casement 
programs. 10-year savings is about $1.7 
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CONGRESSIONALLY DESIGW\TE;) PROJECTS 

Mr. Aderholt: Are there any co~qressionally desig~atcd projec~s sLi 
ive and/or have unobllgatea balances? If so, please proviae a list of the 

p~ojec~s, their location and fu~ding allocated to them. 

Response: The information is submitted for record. 

f?he information follows:~ 

Congressionally Designated Active Waters~cd and Flood Prevention Operations 

Authorized 
Proj8ct 

,Z'l.pache-Junc 
Gilbert Pwrl 

Lahai::1a 
lfJatershed 

Lower HaDal<Ua 
Ditch Watershed 

Waliluka Alenaio 
Wat,orshed 

l:pcour:Lry 
Hatershed 

8upage County 

North Black 
Vermillion 

SprJ.ng BrOOK 

L'::'ttle Otter 
C:eek 

Buck and Duck 
Creeks 

ALt.oyac Bayou 

Dur:..loup CreeK 

Alameda 

8ry Creek 

Central Sonoma 
Colqan Creek 

Eas t LOC;15t CK 

Pocasset River 
W&lershed Study 

Creek (1250) 
site lA Rev. 

Projects as of April 10, 2013 

Congressional 
Dist.rict 

AZ-Ol,06 

02-fiI 

C2-HI 

06-1L,14 

01-KS; 02-KS 

08-MN 

06-r-'1O 

01-NF. 

OS-PAl :3-211 

Ol-TX 

CA-
'

0,11 

CA-04 

CA-01,Ofi 

MO-06 

02-[{1 

'l'X-17,31 

EstlIr,,J.ted 
Cost per 
pC'oj 

! $16,101,987 

2, ,000 

10,592,000 

1, ,coo 

9,223,000 

,coc,ooo 

l3, 38!, 906 

],47;),000 

7,OSC,O()O 

1,494, )3 

75/9~O,OOO 

15 102,894 

12,525. 000 

?,674,COC 

000,000 

19,C25,41S 

6,949, IOO 

2,380,000 

8,199, 

F''Jndir:g 
provided by 

Sponsor 

,180,000 

5,296,000 

4,6~J/500 

c., 806, COO 

46, 6jO, 000 

4,6:J9,OOO 

2.,404,000 

969,500 

-

6Jo,OOO 

Unobligated 
Balances 

5360,8/4 

124,277 

2,947 

60,000 

1,0(18,088 

390,080 

36,432 

48, :'8(1 
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Authorized 
Project 

Cong~essior:al 

District 

Estinated 
Cost per 
pro-; eet 

Funding 
provided by 

Sponsor 

Unobligated 
Balances 

Sig Cn'ek (Tri 
County) 31 tes 
16,17, : 8 

SjOc.lX -

Blq Coon Creek 

TX-17, 4,/38,80: 

826,290 

49,000 268,958 

34,76~ ~,ooo 

?otorrcac 
River 

Lost 
C2-WV ,':; 8:;,8 JJ 3,643,700 10,739, COO 

Total 250,953,696 76,938,461 18,084,160 

Note: F~nds reroal~ unobl1qated ~or several reasons: 
a) Very expensive pro~ects accuQulate funds [or prOlect over severaJ 

years. 
b) ~ocal sponsors may have lost their financial ability continue with 

project. 
c) Const~uction projects are multi-year i~ nature, e.g. design, permjt~ing, 

obtai land rights, 
d) Upward oblIgatIons [or cost overruns or un~oresee~ events doing 

constrc,.cti on. 
PE?SONNE~J 

J'..derr_o: t: Pl ease update the Corn..:1"i ttee on :::he reo'Cqanization 

:'lea.dquarters. When will Lhe reo~garlizaLion plan be £\:lly ::rap]e~ented? 
NRes's 

Response: D:,KCS to have its Headquarters reorqanilation 
fully _~p.\plem0nted no later than :nid~s'JrrLlH~r, 2C13. agency c~lrrent ~ y 

compieting a quality check of the reorganization implGmentatjon details with 

appropriate organ~zational c~arts, b~dget line items, and pending National 

F Lr:ance organi zationa 1 codes to ensc!"e allgnrr,ent the approved 
strucLure. 

MOTOR VEHlCIES 

Mr. Aderholt: 21ease provide a complete description of NRCS's vehicle 
pilot, the resul~s ot the pilot. 

Response: NRCS implef:lented "'::1e Tr tmbl e Fleet Ma:J.agerr:ent Solut::_on 
seven pilot States: fornia, Washi~g~on, Minnesota, I,ouisia~a, South 
Carolina, Rhode Island, (}Ed Pennsylvar1ia. The se Lected St.ates vary yin 
te::'ms of the c:1viron::ne-:1::a' cor:ce:.rns, conserva::ion needs, weat.h.er, topog!.'aphy, 

The pilot States rep~esent an ove~all nati~naL snapshot 
usage. 

monitoring ~ardwarc WQS ins~alled on 1,178 vehicles. Th~s was 
approximately ~2.4 percent of the fleet at of calc~dar year 2011, a~d 

was considered a reaso~ablc sample s~ze. T~e hardware installed in the 
vehicles reported CPS location, engine perlormance, fL:el const:rrptio!l, carbon 
errissions aEd was capable reporLing on driver behavior .e., hars:-l 
braking, speeding, dnd ~l.ard ::'Jrn Lng). [..;t{CS used the "iButton" technology (a 
small, keychain-sized device) in a ~ub-set of th~ piloted locations ob~ain 

limited driver data. 
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The results of the vehicle tracking pilot indicate that NRCS has many 
oppor~~ni~ies dnd areas for improvement 
being analyzed and will form the foundat 

The data is 
agency-wide fleet management, 

lnclud~~a potential relocation and future ons of vehicles. In 
additIon, the Department of Agriculture is implementing a new fleet card 
system wi be 19ned l:h the Fedc:ral Fleet ['1anagcment System (FedFMS) 
created by GSA. These new tools will provjde NRCS with an automated fleet 
information system to conti~ue internal controls and effective fleet 
:nana. gemen t . 

The Trimble system provided real-time location and mapping as well as 
real time mainter.ar.ce reporting. Al though extensi vo reporting and rr.on L tor i r:g 
features available with the piloted syste~, the fees and additional costs 
~or these features are excessive and ~nnecessary in liqht of the new 
resoucces comin.q on-line "':hrough USDA dnd GS1\ in lhe next few mor:.ths. 

Questions Submitted by Ms. DeLaura 

CONSE~VATION S'l'EWAR;:)SHIP ?ROGRA:'vl 

Ms. DeLaura: The first Fiscal Year 2013 Continuing Resolution limited 
mandatory funding for the Conservation Stewardship Program and as a ~esult 

the program was frozen for six months, preventing producers across the 
country from accessing this conservatIon assistance. Wh~le this cut was 
reversed in the final Fiscal Year 2013 Co~~lnuing Reso~utio~, the dc:ay means 
that there is less time to sign farmers up [or the program this year. What 
is your timeliG8 for the Fiscal Year 2013 sign up and what is your outreach 
p~an to ensure that farmers and ranchers have the time and they 
need to I? 

Response: The current: Fisca_~ Year (FY) 2013 timelinc for :::he 
Conservation Stewardship Program (CSP) includes a~ application cucoff date of 
June ,2013 for ranking offers. By offering conti~uous 
producers may sub~it a CSP application throughout the year. to 
local and State ou~reach efforts, the agency at the national level IJ 

publicize the annouGcement on the webpage and thro~gh GovVelivery. 

CONSE.?VATION ASSISTA.NCE; 

Ms. DeLaura: NRCS provides conservation technical assista~ce to pr~vate 
landowners to maximize the effectiveness of its conscrvaLion programs. This 
techni assistance is critical to USDA's conservation r:lission. however, 
the deparLment's capacity to fuily implement its programs has been limiLed as 
NRCS technical assistance has lagged behind financial 
assistance. I know that yo~ hope to partial Ly correct this through the ~RCS 
Strcamlini~g Initiative, but T worry that as number o~ field staff 

inues Lo decline this may not be enough. Can you describe how 
conservation technical assistance supports the success ot NRCS conservation 
programs? How do the repeated cuts discretio~ary and mandatory 
conservation technical assistance ~unds impact your abi to effectively 
promote conservatior:: on t.he landscape? 



696

Response: The Conservation Technical Assistance (CTA) Progra~ fundi~g 

supports the science and technical capacity LO deliver quality techni 
assistance to producers and other larld users who seek La address their 
resource issces and concerns. CTA conservation planning and implementation 
assistance provides producers with necessary technical k00wledge or, how to 
impn:)ve the 5ustainability of their Qperat.ions an environ:nentiJ.lly friendly 
manner. eTA [u~ding also is critical i~ our ability to assist producers with 
conservation planning order to participate in Farm Bill fi~ancial 
assistance prDgrams. The t:.echnical assistance funding associat:ed with 
mandatory progra:ns complement eTA, assist.ing producers to implement the 
conservdtion measures agreed LO in thei~ Farm Bill program contracts. 
!ogether, these discretionary and ~andatory assista~ce resources 
ensure that conservation practice~ are installed according to standards and 
specifications, are operating as intended. and are delivering the 
conservation benefits expected by the producAr and thp 

With repeated cuts to discretio~ary and mandato~y conservation technical 
assistance funds, NRCS will provide less assis~ance to land managers in 
developir..g corr:prehenslve conservation plans that help people ::onserve, 
maintai~, and iffiprove the Nation's natural resources. Furthermore, these 
reductions will limit the technical infrastructure and technology needed co 
proac~ively addr9ss ndtional les have significant 
impacts on our res;::)urces whi 1 e main~ainj ng a sus la inab le and 9roduct i ve 
agriculture sector. 

vJETLAN~S RESERVE PROGRAt~ 

Ms. DeLauro: Secondarily, how does the limited technical assistance 
al:ocation for the Wetla~ds Reserve Program affect your ability to conduct 
wetland restoration anti other technical assistance activi~ies? What 
percen~age of ~andatory Wetlands Reserve Program rr.oIiey needs to go to 
Wetlands Reserve Program technical assistance in order for NRCS to be able to 
offer adequate technical assistance and restoration activities? 

Response: While NRCS can adjust the annual enrollment ot the Wetlands 
Reserve Program (WRP) easements based on current year funding, once the 
United States acquires easements and restores them, NRCS ffiaintai~s 

responsibility for protecting the public inves~ment in these wetland 
easements and has limited ability to adjust the technical assistance (TA) 
needed to co~plete required ac~ions O~ aJ L enrollments. As TA funding 
becomes li~ited, lhe lnpact 1s delayed res~oratio:lr easement 
del inq1.:ent mOD it or t ng, and other mIssed opportunities. 

During 2008 Farm Bill, WRP Iment averaqed 200,000 
corr_pared ";:.0 120,000 acres annually dc.riflg the 2002 Farm Bi 
t\RCS experienced a!l. increase v..JRP nancia 1 asslstar..ce (FA) 

closing, 

ac:c-e.s annua 11 y 
As a result:, 

f'u:1ds a:td new 
enroll~ent coupled with a re~dtive decrease in WRP TA funds which increased 
the implementa:i.o:1 timeline. NhCS worked closely wit-h the Office 
Management and Budget to identify funding and workload levels needed to 
ensure implementation of WRP remains as efficient as possible and to 
redGce the increased backlog or easement closings, and 
xonitoring that had accumulated in the first two years of the 2008 Farm Bill 

During t.h~ 2002 Farm B~ll, NRCS received an average of 14.6 percont ~ifRP 

TA to FA. In 2008 2009, the WRP percent of TA to FA has dropped to an 
average of 6.4 percent, less than half of ~he previous farm 1. Late in E'y 
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2011, additional TA funds were received that aided i~creasj~g the closi~g, 
restora~lon, and monitoring or existing enrollments. In FY2012, NRCS 
req'Jes,:ed a TA to FA apport Lonment percent of . .5 percent and received 11.7 
pe,:'cent. 

NRCS bel ieves a. ";A percent. ill the rar:ge of the FY 2012 apport.ioll~enl 

request ( .S percent TA would yield continued, siqni~icant results in 
redccing those backlogs. The WRP tect~j ~ss: funding level 
increases provided FY 2011 ilnd 2012 resulted in the following: 

An increase of over -:00,000 acres of easements closed anD'Jally in FY 
2011 and 2012; 

An increase of over 60,000 acres of easements restored annually in FY 
2011 and 2012; and 
A reduction 1n the total time 
ex~stjng WR? enrollmen~s, assuming 

6. 

complete implementation on 
sufficient WRP 'fA levels cO:l~inue .in. 
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